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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue Covrr or Arrzat have in their lists about forty-five 
Queen’s Bench appeals, and twelve cases in the new trial paper. 
By the end of next week this list will be so much reduced that 
it is intended to resume the hearing of Chancery appeals on the 
14th inst. There are thirty-five appeals in the Chancery list. 





Ir 1s nor yer decided how Court of Appeal No. 2 will be 
constituted when the hearing of Chancery appeals recommences, 
but it is hoped that Lord Justice Bowen will bo able by that 
time to resume his attendance. 





WE vnperstanD that the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society have, at conferences held in London with representatives 
from the country law societies, ascertained that a very strong 
feeling prevails throughout the profession against the appoint- 
ment of a Public Trustee. Any Bill which may be introduced on 
the subject will doubtless meet with the most strenuous opposi- 
tion. 





THERE ARE three words omitted from the above announce- 
ment, we believe only by inadvertence. The Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society has in recent years faithfully re- 
cognized its position as a representative body, and if not always 
very prompt in ascertaining the wishes of its constituents, has 
not failed, when once action is decided on, to take skilful, 
decided, and effective measures. We need hardly remind our 
readers of the fact that, but for the admirably devised steps 
taken by the council in 1889, the landowners of Eagland would 
at this moment have been groaning under what Lord Kiper- 
LEY in 1888 termed “‘ the legal harrow ’’—that is, the exactions 
and delay of the Land Registry—and half the country solicitors 
would have been on their way to ruin. It may, we fully believe, 
be taken that any Bill for creating a Public Trustee will ‘ meet 
with the most strenuous opposition from the council” ; and, as we 
have hinted before, even if the knowledge of this does not pre- 
vent the introduction of such a Bill in the last session of the 
present Parliament, already overburdened with work, it renders 
it probable that the Bill will have to be withdrawn. But 
we would point out once more that it is easier to prevent a Bill 
from being introduced than to oppose it when once it has been 
brought in, and we hope that the law societies throughout the 
kingdom will take measures to make widely known their views 
on the subject. The statement of reasons against the Bill 
given in the report of the Sheffield Law Society, which we print 
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elsewhere, seems to be one of the best which has appeared, and 
we commend it as a model to other societies. 





Ir 1s aNNounceD that Mr. Baron Potiock and Mr. Justice 
A. L. Smrrn are the two judges on the rota for the trial of 
prisoners at the sittings of the Central Criminal Court commenc- 
ing on Monday next, and that the latter judge will probably sit at 
the Old Bailey. It is not stated, however, whether, in case Sir 
A. L. Suir goes to the Central Criminal Court, his place in 
Mr. Justice Romer’s court will be filled by some other judge. 
The suitors in that court will have good reason to complain if 
any further break takes place in the trial of chancery witness 
actions with which satisfactory progress is now being made. 
A short time ago we pointed out that ex-Lord Chancellors 
were empowered, on certain consents being obtained, to sit 
as judges of the Chancery Division. The Court of Appeal 
has been sitting for some time past in both its divisions, 
to hear final appeals from the Queen’s Bench Division, and 
the presence of Lord Herscuett has been obtained to 
make up the necessary quorum. But great progress has been 
made already with these appeals ; and in last Wednesday’s cause 
list the three judges proceeded with Queen’s Bench interlocutory 
appeals from decisions the earliest of which was given on the 
2ist of January. These cases could be disposed of by two 
judges. And if Lord Herrscurer1t or a Lord Justice could be 
prevailed upon to preside in the Chancery Division at the hear- 
ing of witness actions, Queen’s Bench suitors could not, with 
any shew of justice, complain that undue [partiality had been 
shewn to their long-suffering brethren, the chancery litigants. 





Ovr READERS will be glad to know that the question whether 
the scale fee under the Solicitors’ Remuneration Order (Schedule 
I., Part II.) “for preparing, settling, and completing lease and 
counterpart’ includes the solicitor’s remuneration for the 
preparation of a prior agreement for the lease is likely to be 
soon submitted to the judgment of the highest tribunal. It 
will be remembered that in Re Emmanuel (30 Soxicrrors’ 
JouRNAL, 420, 502; 33 Ch. D. 40) this question was answered 
in the affirmative, it being held by Mr. Justice Pzarson and by 
the Court of Appeal that the preparation of the agreement was 
‘business connected with” the lease within the meaning of 
rule 2 of the Remuneration Order, and that, consequently, the 
solicitor could not make any charge for it in addition to the 
scale fee for the lease. In a recent case of Re Savery, the 
facts of which were in substance identical with those of Re 
Emmanuel, Mr. Justice Nortu, affirming the decision of the 
taxing master, held that solicitors could not, in addition to the 
scale fee for a lease, charge for preparing a prior agreement, 
the decision being based on Re Hmmanuel. The case was on 
the 24th ult. taken to the Court of Appeal, at the instance of 
the Incorporated Law Society, with the view of prosecuting a 
further appeal to the House of Lords, in the hope that the 
decision in Re Emmanuel may be reviewed by that tribunal. As 
soon as the facts of Re Savery had been stated to the Court of 
Appeal they said that the case could not be distinguished in 
principle from Re Emmanuel, and they at once dismissed the 
appeal. Inasmuch as in some other cases the House of Lords 
have construed the Remuneration Order more favourably— 
perhaps we may say more fairly—to solicitors than the Court of 
Appeal, our readers will no doubt await with some interest the 
result of the proposed appeal. 





Tue Snort Tittzs Brix, which has been introduced by the 
Lord Chancellor, has for its object the re-christening of some 
800 Acts of Parliament which have hitherto had no lawful claim 
to any name other than a description of their contents, more or 
less cumbersome. Of course, wherever a statute is of frequent 
application, a short title has been invented for common use, and 
by this it has become generally known. In such cases the 
gopeler name has usually been adopted in the Bill. Thus, 27 

en. 8, c. 10, ‘An Acte concernyng uses and wylles,”’ now for 
the first time is to become the Statute of Uses; 22 & 23 Car. 2, 





| 


c. 10, “An Act for the better settling of intestates’ estates,” ! the Church Act and the decision in Perrin v. Roc, the £70 in the 


the Statute of Distribution; and 29 Car. 2, c. 3, “An Ag 
for the prevention of frauds and perjuryes,” the Statute of 
Frauds. Enactments of this kind, which have become 

of our common legal learning, would, perhaps, be insulted 
by having a date assigned io them, but with few excep. 
tions this convenient addition forms a part of the proposed 
titles. We have noticed only one instance in which the 
customary mode of referring to a statute is altered, and that 
is in the case of the ‘‘ Statute of James ” (21 Jac. 1, c. 16), which 
is to be known henceforth as the Limitation Act, 1623. To the 
3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27 is assigned the title of the Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 ; but, by an omission apparently, no title 
is provided for chapter 42 of the same year, imposing a limita. 
tion on actions for the recovery of specialty debts and rent 
secured by an indenture of demise. This ought to be the 
Limitation Act, 1833, and the title would perhaps not cause 
confusion. The Acts thus dealt with are contained in the first 
schedule. The second schedule contains numerous groups of Acts 
to which it is proposed to assign a collective title, such as the 
Church Building Acts, 1818 to 1884, the Merchant Shipping 
Acts, 1854 to 1890, the Tithe Acts, 1836 to 1891, and others. 





A SOMEWHAT SINGULAR ‘point as to the liability of a solicitor 
for negligence has been decided by the Queen’s Bench Divi- 
sion in Ireland in the case of Mahoney v. Davoren (reported 
elsewhere). The defendant, a solicitor, was employed by 
the plaintiff in the sale of certain land, and after an at- 
tempt to sell it by auction it was disposed of by private 
treaty at the price of £500. It does not appear whether 
the purchaser made any inquiry as to tithe rent-charge, 
and if this had existed his purchase would have been subject to 
it. Formerly tithe was not an incumbrance on the land, but an 
interest in the tithe-owner co-existing with that of the owner of 
the land. Every estate, consequently, was presumed to be sub- 
ject to tithe, and the same presumption now holds with regard 
to the rent-charge which has been substituted for it. Conse- 
quently, in the Irish case of Re Barnewall’s Estate (Ir. R. 1 
Eq. 304), it was held that tithe rent-charge was not an incum- 
brance for which compensation could be claimed by a pur- 
chaser. The Irish Church Act, 1869, however, which makes 
provision for the redemption of the charge, allows the 
purchase-money to be satisfied by means of a terminable 
annuity charged upon the land, and in the recent case of 
Perrin v. Roe (25 L. R. Ir. 37) it was decided that such an 
annuity differed from the rent-charge, and was an incumbrance. 
In the present case the rent-charge had been redeemed under 
the Act, and an annuity of £5 was payable out of the land; 
but the possible influence of the above decision does not appear 
to have been present to the mind of the solicitor. He made no 
inquiry of his client as to the existence of incumbrances, and 
the liability of the land to the annuity was only discovered in 
consequence of the vendor producing a receipt for it just before 
completion. The solicitor at once communicated with the pur- 
chaser, who claimed and received £70 as compensation. It was 
to recover this sum that the action was brought, the failure of 
the solicitor to ask his client as to incumbrances being the 
negligence alleged. It would have been strange if this had 
been allowed to constitute a ground for holding him liable. The 
existence of the annuity was a fact known only to the vendor, 
whose business it was to disclose it to the defendant, and this 
view was taken by the court. Moreover, but for Perrin v. Roe no 
incumbrance would have, in fact, existed ; and the Lord Chief 
Justice and Hotmes, J., seem also to have excused the defendant 
on the ground that he was not bound to have the decision m 
hismind. The former held that not to know of that authority, @ 
single decision only about a year old, was no evidence of negli- 
gence, and Hotmgs, J., observed that there was a wide distinction 
between professional neglect and an error of judgment or @ 
failure to apprehend legal subtilties. Of course it is only under 
special circumstances that the vendor has any ground of com- 
plaint in a case of this kind. If the sale is said to be free from 
incumbrances, the purchaser gives a price calculated accordingly, 
and, on discovering the error, he simply recovers money to which 
the vendor has no claim. Owing, however, to the operation of 
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nt case seem to have been simply a windfall for the pur- 


chaser. 





A curtovus point was raised in the case of Steers v. Rogers, 
which was before the Court of Appeal last week. Admitting 
the rule that a co-owner of a patent is entitled to use the 
patent and make profits for his own benefit without accounting 
to the other co-owner, is an owner of a moiety who is at the 
same time mortgagee of the other moiety equally entitled to do 
so? Putin this form, the question seems to answer itself, and 
the court naturally held that the fact of a co-owner being also 
mortgagee did not deprive him of the right which he would 
have had if he had been co-owner only. Any other conclusion 
would, indeed, as the mathematicians say, lead to a reductio ad 
absurdum. In the case in question, the point arose out of a judg- 
ment directing the taking of certain accounts. The plaintiff was 
at one time owner of the entire patent. He assigned a moiety to 
the defendant and mortgaged the other moiety, which became 
subsequently vested by transfer in the defendant. He then 
brought an action for redemption of the mortgage, and a 
judgment was taken, expressed to be by consent, directing, 
first, an account of what was due under the mortgage, and, 
secondly, an account of the profits of working the patent which 
had come, or might have come, to the defendant as mortgagee ; 
and the defendant objected afterwards to rendering this second 
account. Romer, J., had allowed his objection, holding that 
the general rule applicable to co-owners of patents applied, and 
that in the circumstances of this particular case the wording of the 
consent order was not intended, as he fully understood from his 
recollection of what took place at the trial, to supersede it. 
The plaintiff appealed, but unsuccessfully. The court (LinpLEY 
and Kay, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision, Kay, L.J., taking occasion 
to remark, in reference to the interpretation by the court below 
of the consent order, and the judge’s remembrance of the 
manner in which that particular form of order had come to be 
adopted, that it was one of the very objects of the Judicature 
Acts that the judge who had had a matter before him and pro- 
nounced a judgment upon it should himself be the person to 
follow the judgment out. 





In «a cASE which came before Court of Appeal No. 2 on Wed- 
nesday a bold attempt was made to obtain an order under the 
Solicitors Act against a solicitor for the delivery and taxation 
of a bill of costs, although the solicitor had admitted that he 
claimed no costs from the applicant, and had therefore no bill to 
deliver. So far as could be gathered from the statement made 
by the applicant’s counsel, any costs which the solicitor might 
have charged against the applicant had been satisfied in another 
way. But it was alleged that the applicant had, at the instance 
of the solicitor, paid him various sums of money on account of 
his costs, and the applicant desired to obtain an account of these 
moneys, and repayment of what was due to him. The court 
held that, as the solicitor made no claim for costs, an order for 
delivery of a bill could not be made for the mere purpose of 
obtaining a cash account from him. A cash account a a 
solicitor and a client could not be taken by the taxing master 
unless costs were due by the client. The solicitor could not be 
compelled to charge the client with costs if he did not wish to do so. 
The proper course for the applicant was to commence an action 
against the solicitor for the money which he alleged to be in his 
hands, and to apply for judgment under order 14. The applica- 
tion was a mere experiment, and it must be dismissed. 





In a case of Marshall v. National Provincial Bank of England 
(Limited) (No. 2), before Mr. Justice Kexewrcn on the 18th ult., 
during the cross-examination of a witness, reference was made 
to his affidavit in answer to interrogatories, and on his lordship 
asking for the office copy, it appeared that neither side had it in 
their possession. Mr, Justice Kexewicu said he thought that 
the point as to whose duty it was to produce the office copy was 
clearly covered by the rules of court, but that the practice did not 
seem to be universally in accordance with them. He had had 
the question before him on previous occasions and had consulted 
with the registrars, and his view had been confirmed, that the 


party on whose behalf the affidavit si had been filed was 
ound to produce the office copy. He saw from the print of 
the affidavit produced that it was filed on behalf of the 
defendants, and they were therefore bound to produce it. 








THE TRUSTS BILL. 


Tue Trusts Bill which has been introduced in the House of 
Lords by the Lord Chancellor differs materially from the corre- 
sponding measure of last session, and, in addition to consolidating 
the several statutory enactments relating to trustees, it attempts 
to codify this most important branch of the doctrines of equity. 
After the close of last session, so the prefatory memorandum 
states, objections were made to the previous Bill on the ground 
that the enactments which it consolidated were for the most part 
explanations and qualifications of rules of equity, and apart from 
such rules were not easily intelligible. Hence the present Bill 
supplements the former proposals by including the leading rules 
of equity with respect to the duties, powers, rights, and liabili- 
ties of trustees, the intention being to provide a code of rules 
which, without professing to be an exhaustive statement of the 
law, shall yet be complete and intelligible in itself. The 
measure, as the memorandum correctly enough remarks, is 
necessarily one which will require much time for the considera- 
tion of its details before it can be into law. 

The Bill is divided into five parts, the first of which deals very 
shortly with the creation and acceptance of trusts. The first 
sub-clause of clause 1 reproduces the fundamental provision of 
the Statute of Frauds, and enacts that an express trust in rela- 
tion to land, or to any interest in land, shall not be valid unless 
it is either created by will or evidenced by writing signed by the 
author of the trust. But, subject to this, sub-clause (2) goes on 
to provide that it is sufficient for the creation of an express trust 
if the author of the trust indicates with reasonable certainty by 
any words or acts (@) an intention on his part to create thereby 
a trust, (4) the purpose of the trust, (c) the beneficiary, and (¢) 
the trust a sof and either transfers the property to a 
trustee, or declares himself a trustee of the property. This, of 
course, reproduces the recognized doctrines in relation to the 
creation of trusts, and requirements (5), (c), and (d) seem to 
be intended to correspond to the dictum of Lord ALvANLEY 
in Malim v. Keighley (2 Ves. jun. 335), that a trust is 
created ‘“‘where a testator points out the objects, the pro- 

erty, and the way in which it shall go.” But it is only the 
ccm outline of those doctrines, and it will by no means 
render obsolete the numerous authorities which shew whether 
a testator in using precatory words has expressed an imperative 
intention, and so has created a trust, or has left the carrying out 
of his wishes to the uncontrolled discretion of the trustee; nor 
will it interfere with those which indicate what descriptions of 
the beneficiaries and of the property subject to the trust are to 
be regarded as ascertaining them with sufficient certainty. It 
may be said, indeed, that these are mere matters of construc- 
tion, and doubtless when a statutory rule has been introduced 
there will be a tendency to discard the old authorities. But it is 
by means of these that the rules have grown up, and at first, 
at any rate, it will be necessary still to rely upon them. The 
force of these remarks will be realized when it is pointed out 
that the first part of the Bill, with its four short clauses, corre- 
sponds to some hundred pages of Lewin. 

The second part deals with the duties, powers, rights, and 
liabilities of trustees. As to their duties, clauses 6 to 20 reproduce 
the ordinary rules of equity relating to the execution of the trust, 
and prescribe inter alia the duty of the trustee to deal impartially 
as between the beneficiaries, not, except in the ordinary course 
of business or in case of necessity, to — his powers or 
duties, and not to make any profit for himself out of the trust. 
Clause 8 provides that a trustee must deal with the trust 
property as carefully as a man of ordinary prudence would 
deal with like property if it were his own, but this, of course, 
assumes that = deals with it within the limits laid down by 
the instrument creating the trust. As to the powers of the 
trustee, clause 21 provides generally that he may do all acts 
which are sane or proper for the realization, protection, 





or benefit of the trust property, and for the protection or 
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support of a beneficiary who is under disability, but the suc- 
si clauses (22-35) are chiefly reproductions of existing 
enactments, and there are included here the present provisions 
as to investment, sales, insurance, the renewal of leasehold 
property, the giving of receipts, the compromising of debts and 
other claims, and the maintenance of infants. In the Trust 
Investment Act, 1889, which appears in clause 22, the decision 
in Re Dick (39 W. R. 225; 1891, 1 Ch. 423) is incorporated 
by the addition of words authorizing the investments therein 
mentioned to be made, whether the trust funds are at the time in 
a state of investment or not, thus removing any doubt whether 
existing investments may be varied for statutory ones. In the 
Bill of last year the maintenance clause of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881 (section 43), was not included. In the present Bill 
it is inserted as clause 36, but with the intention, we are glad 
to see, of considering it in reference to the decision in Re 
Jeffery (39 W. R. 234; 1891, 1 Ch. 671). If there is to be a 
statutory maintenance clause at all, it should clearly be one 
upon which conveyancers can rely. 

The rights of the trustee are not many. They are comprised 
in four short clauses (37-40), the first of which affords no great 
help. It simply asserts that he has no right to remunera- 
tion for his services. Thé actual rights are stated to be a right 
of re-imbursement of expenses properly incurred, a right to 
the custody of title deeds, and a right, in cases of doubt or 
difficulty, to apply for the direction of the court. The liabilities 
are dealt with in clauses 41 to 53 at considerably greater length, 
clause 41 starting with the fundamental proposition that where 
a trustee has committed a breach of trust he is liable to make 
good any resulting loss and to account for any resulting profit ; 
but this liability cannot be enforced against a consenting bene- 
ficiary, who, on the contrary (clause 47), is liable to indemnify 
the trustee. These clauses include, of course, the various recent 
statutory limitations on the liability of trustees, and in parti- 
cular those of sections 4 and 5 of the Trustee Act, 1888, with 
reference to loans by trustees and loss due to improper invest- 
ments. They also include the sections of the various Statutes 
of Limitations relating to trusts, and the modification of them 
introduced by section 8 of the Act of 1888, a slight change being 
made in clause (4) of that section to avoid the objection made 
in Re Bowden (39 W. R. 219, 45 Ch. D. 444) that the reference 
to an action of debt brought against the trustee made it in- 
applicable to a claim in respect of a breach of trust. 

Part III., dealing with the retirement of trustees and the 
appointment of new trustees, reproduces the corresponding pro- 
visions of the Conveyancing Act, 1881. Some slight changes 
are made to authorize the appointment of separate sets of trus- 
tees (Savile v. Couper, 35 W. R. 829, 36 Ch. D. 520), and to give 
to the expression ‘‘for this purpose” in section 55 the meaning 
assigned to it in Walker and Hughes’ Contract (24 Ch. D. 698). 
Part IV., dealing with the powers of the court with respect to 
trustees, is composed chiefly of the provisions of the Trustee 


Act, 1850, and the Trustee Extension Act, 1852, as to vesting | 


orders, and Part V. is supplemental. The Bill is certainly one 
of the most important attempts yet made in the way of codifica- 
tion, and, if sufficient time can be secured to consider its pro- 
visions, it is likely to be one of the most useful. 








COSTS UNDER THE COUNTY COURT RULES, 1892. 
We have already commented, in gencral terms, upon these rules 
(ante, pp. 248, 249). It is now proposed to deal briefly with the 
new order (502) as to costs included therein, pointing out in 


what respects it differs from the old order (50) on the same | 


subject, which it replaces, and which was contained in the 
County Court Rules, 1889. In this connection it will be con- 
venient also to refer to the scales of costs appended to the new 
rules, which contain several alterations and additions. 

With regard to allowance of costs by the county court judge, 
it is eat by rule 6, that “the order of the judge required for 
the allowance of any of the following items in the scales—viz., items 
3, 31, 70, 86, 91, 92, 93, 94, and 95—or for the allowance of any 
particular costs under any of the county court rules, shall be a special 
order made upon consideration of the facts of the particular case, and 
not a general order ; and the application for such allowance, or for 


any certificate under section 119 of the Act, shall be made at, op 
immediately after, the trial or hearing, and not at any other time.” 
This rule, we presume, is intended to enforce on prac. 
titioners care not to incur costs which are not really neces. 
sary or proper for the attainment of justice or defending the 
rights of their clients, as the allowance of any particular 
costs, which are not recoverable without an order, will now 
depend upon whether, in the opinion of the judge, they are 
justified by the facts of the particular case in which they were 
incurred. Rule 7 of the new order as to costs also deals with 
the subject of costs which may be allowed by the judge in cer- 
tain cases, and provides upon this subject that ‘‘ the judge may, in 
his discretion, in any action under the Employers’ Liability Act, any 
action or matter remitted from the High Court, any action or matter 
commenced under the admiralty or equity jurisdiction of the court, or 
any action of ejectment or in which title to any corporeal or incorporeal 
hereditaments comes in question, order that any of the following items 
mentioned in the scale of costs shall be allowed to the party in whose 
favour the order is made, in addition to, or in substitution for, as the 
case may be, the costs to which he would otherwise be entitled—viz., 
items 31, 70, 86, and 93.” The items here referred to provide 
that, in the cases mentioned in the above rule, there may 
be allowed—(1) For preparation of minutes of fact or argu- 
ment, where no counsel is employed, if costs be taxed on 
Column B of scale, £1 1s:, and if the taxation be on Column 0, 
£2 2s.; (2) in lieu of the ordinary fee payable to a solicitor for 
attendance at court and conducting cause without counsel, £1 1s. 
if the costs be taxed on Column A, £2 2s. if they be taxed on 
Column C, and £3 3s. if they be taxed on Column C; (3) where 
there is no local bar in the court town, or within twenty miles 
thereof, a further fee to counsel not exceeding in any case 
£2 4s. 6d. if in the opinion of the judge the maximum fee 
allowable on the brief is insufficient and the court over which he 
presides be not within twenty-five miles of Charing-cross ; and 
(4) to counsel for settling petition particulars, statement of 
defence, interrogatories, or other matters required in the course 
of any action or matter, a fee of £1 3s. 6d. if the taxation be on 
the B Column, and of from £1 3s. 6d. to £2 4s. 6d. if Column C 
be applicable to the case. On referring to the higher scale of 
costs appended to the County Court Rules, 1889, it will be found 
| that the above allowances are more comprehensive and liberal 
than those which they are substituted for, while the one last 
mentioned is now included in the scale of costs for the first time. 





With regard to the taxation of costs when a counter-claim has 
| been adjudicated upon, it is now provided, by rule 13 of the new 
|order, as follows :—‘‘ Where a counter-claim is raised and tried, 
| unless the judge shall otherwise order, the scale upon which the costs of 
| the parties are to be taxed shall be determined as follows :— 

| (1) Jf plaintiff is successful on both claim and counter-claim by 
the amuunt which he recovers on his claim, unless the amount 
| of defendant's claim is the larger, in that case the costs in- 
| curred subsequently to the delivery of the counter-claim shall 
| be determined by the amount of such counter-claim. 

(2) If defendant is successful on both claim and counter-claim, 
by the amount which he recovers on his counter-claim, or the 
amount of plaintiffs claim, whichever may be the larger. 

(3) If both parties are successful, by the amounts which they 
recover on their respective claims, and, if both claims fail, 
by the amount claimed by the opposite party.” 

The above rule, which is much more explicit and satisfactory 
than the old provision upon the same subject contained in the 
County Court Rules, 1889, is in harmony with the directions 
for taxation, when there is a claim and counter-claim, which are 
given in Baines v. Bromley (29 W. R. 706, 6 Q. B. D. 691) and in 
Shrapnel v. Laing (36 W. R. 697, 20 Q. B. D. 334). 
| Rule 12 of the new order as to costs, which defines what is 
| to be deemed ‘the subject-matter” in interpleader proceedings, 
and rule 15, which provides that ‘‘ when the costs of a defendant 
are being taxed, the word ‘recovered,’ wherever it occurs in the 
scale, shall be deemed to be ‘claimed,’” are taken almost 
verbatim from directions placed at the end of the scale of costs 
appended to the County Court Rules, 1889. Moreover, the 


direction as to costs in actions under sections 59 and 60 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, is now very properly transferred to 
rule 9 of the new order, which also deals with costs in actions 
under sections 61 and 133 of the same Act. 
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On the subject of allowances to witnesses, the new order as 
to costs contains some important rovisions, to which attention 
must now be called. It is provided by rule 25 that “ subject to 
the following rules, there may be allowed to witnesses for their attend- 
ance at court the sums mentioned in the scales in the appendiz.” The 
scales here referred to differ somewhat from those appended to 
the County Court Rules, 1889, with regard to allowances to 
witnesses. Thus the allowance per diem to veterinary surgeons 
called as witnesses, which was previously fixed at from 15s. to 
£1 1s., is no longer expressly provided for, pe ay because 
they are in future to be paid on the scale applicable to expert and 
scientific witnesses. On the other hand, it is now, for the first 
time, prescribed that female witnesses shall, according to their 
station in life, be allowed from 2s. 6d. to 10s. 6d. per diem. 
With regard to plaintiffs who are called as witnesses, in lieu of 
the old provision on the subject, which was contained in a note 
to the former scale of costs, it is now provided, by rule 26 of the 
new order, that ‘where the witness is a plaintiff in the action or 
matter, he shall not be entitled to any allowance, except for travelling, 
unless he is a domestic or menial servant, a labourer, a servant in 
husbandry, a journeyman, an artificer, a handicraftsman, a miner, or 
any person engaged in manual labour, or unless the judge in any 
particular case, for reasons of special hardship, shall otherwise order.” 
And, in lieu of the provision as to travelling expenses of wit- 
nesses, which was previously embodied in a note appended to 
the scale of costs hitherto in use, rule 27 of the new order directs 
that ‘there may be also allowed to all witnesses, including plaintiffs 
and defendants if called as witnesses, for travelling expenses, the sum 
which shall have been actually and reasonably paid by them, but such 
expenses shall in no case exceed in the whole a sum equal to sixpence 
per mile one way.” 

As regards compensation to seamen called as witnesses, 
hitherto they have been allowed such remuneration as the judge 
ordered, but, by rule 30 of the new order as to costs, it is pro- 
vided that, in the absence of any order made by the judge upon the 
subject, they shall be allowed such remuneration “ as the registrar 
may think reasonable compensation for their loss of time.” 

Costs in admiralty actions are no longer dealt with in the 
general order as to costs, but are specially provided for by rules 
78-80 of order 394, which relates exclusively to admiralty 
actions. 

We may supplement what has already been stuted incident- 
ally with regard to the new scales of costs by one or two 
remarks. The only alteration in the ‘‘/ower scale” appears to 
be in item 7, which, while still obliging the county court judge 
to enter in the minute-book any special order made by him 
whereby costs are increased, no longer obliges him to set forth 
in such book “‘ the reason of the increase.” 

The “higher scale” does, however, contain various more or less 
important alterations and additions, some of which have already 
been indicated. Without going into minute particulars it may 
be stated that it provides, amongst other things, that the charge 
for special affidavits is not to be allowed, if, in the opinion of 
the registrar, the facts upon which the affidavits are founded 
had already become known to the solicitor or his clerks in 
course of the business ; ‘hat the matter of all documents should 
be necessary and relevant and expressed without prolixity, and 
the costs of all unnecessary, irrelevant, and prolix matter must 
be disallowed ; that no copies of documents are to be allowed 
for unless the registrar is satisfied that they were necessary, and 
that copies previously prepared were not available ; that, with one 
exception, charges for perusals are not to be allowed where the 
same solicitor is acting for both parties, or where the solicitor 
reviously allowed for such perusal; that more than 
one attendance at the office of the registrar in an action or 
matter shall not be allowed unless the registrar, on taxation, is 
satisfied that each separate attendance was necessary ; and that, 
in assessing the fee to be allowed on a brief—which, of course, 
must not exceed the maximum mentioned in the scale—the 
length of the brief, the documents (if any) to be perused and 


considered, the number of the witnesses, and the difficulties of 
fact or law involved, must be considered. 

With regard to conference fees, it is now provided, by the new 
scale, that they are only to be allowed “if the fee was marked on 
the brief when delivered, and in the opinion of the registrar ts neces- 
sary. 


Hitherto this subject has been dealt with by the rules 


which prescribed that ‘‘a fee to counsel on conference is not to 
be allowed, unless by order of the judge.” No such rule is, how- 
ever, contained in the County Court Rules, 1892. 

While on the subject of fees to counsel, it should be stated 
that though the rules no longer provide that no fee to counsel 
shall be allowed on taxation unless vouched by his signature, 
= scale of costs contains a direction on the subject to this 
effect. 

In conclusion, it may be mentioned that items 3, 16, 24, 25, 26, 
46, 50, 53, 76, 86, 90, 91, 92, and 101, which occur in the new 
higher scale, are either absolutely new or else contain important 
alterations which should be noted. Moreover, in several 
respects, other items contained in the former scale have been 
amended, and notably that item which prescribes the charge for 
attendance before an arbitrator, which is now, with special 
reference to the new County Court Rules in Admiralty Cases 
(ord. 394, r. 65, et seg.) made to apply also to ‘‘ an inguiry or 
Admiralty reference before the registrar.’ 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
MASTER AND SERVANT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—A domestic servant discovers that she has been put into a bed 
infected with a dangerous infectious disorder, and thereupon requires 
her master to disinfect the room and bedding or find her another 
room, saying that unless he does so she will be compelled to leave his 
service. The master refuses to do as requested, and consequently the 
servant leaves, and is put to very considerable suffering (mental) and 
to great trouble and some expense before obtaining another situation, 
as people, hearing where she had come from, refused to employ her 
because of their fear of infection. 

Will these facts entitle the servant to recover more than a month’s 
as damages? I should be glad of references to cases and 








authorities. T. W. 
NEW ORDERS, &c. 
NOTICE. 
At a meeting of the Rule Committee of Judges on February 27 
the 2nd of the Rules of the Supreme Court, Fe y, 1892, as to 


new trials [ante, p. 251] was corrected by substituting for the refer- 
ence to ord. 39, r. 1, a reference to the Rule of the Supreme Court, 
August, 1890. 


The Daily Telegraph says that Mr. Chan Toon, the Burmese barrister, 
who greatly distinguished himself as a student, and who, when called in 
1889, received, through Sir Henry James, a special resolution of the 
benchers of the Middle Temple congratulating him, has been appointed 
officiating First Judge in the Court of Small Causes at Rangoon. The 
Burmese are much pleased by the appointment, which is also very favour- 
ably received by the European mercantile community. Both judges of 
the Court of Small Causes are now Burmese. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
MUNDAY v. NORTON—No. 1, 29th February. 


Pracrice—Arrreat—New Triar—AcTIoN TRIED BEFORE OrFriciAL REFEREE 
—Jvrispicrion or Court or AppEAL—JupicaTurE Act, 1873 (36 & 37 
Vicr. c. 66), s. 45—Jupicature Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vicr. c. 61), s. 8. 


A ars from the Queen’s Bench Division refusing a new trial in an action 
tried fore an official referee. Under the provisions of section 14 of the 
Arbitration Act, 1889, a compulsory order of reference was made, whereby 
it was ordered that the action should be tried by an official referee, who 
should have all the powers of certifying and amending of a judge of the 
High Court, and should direct judgment to be entered and otherwise deal 
with the whole action pursuant to order 36. The official referee found in 
favour of the plaintiff, and directed judgment to be entered for him. The 
preli objection was taken that no appeal lay to the Court of Appeal 
without leave. Section 8 of the Judicature Act, 1884, enacts that the 
povine of section 45 of the Judicature Act, 1873, shall apply to appeals 

any award or certificate of a referee or arbitrator when there has been 
a compulsory reference to arbitration in any cause or matter in the Queen’s 
Bench Division. Section 45 of the Judicature Act, 1873, enacts that the 
determination of appeals from inferior courts by the divisional courts 
shall be final unless special leave to appeal be given by the Divisional 


Court. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., Fry and Lopes, L.JJ.) overruled the 
objection. 

Lord Esuer, M.R., said that it was contended that section 8 of the 
Judicature Act, 1884, by reference to section 45 of the Judicature Act, 
1873, prevented this appeal from being brought without leave. No doubt 
it would if this were a compulsory reference to arbitration. A similar 
point seemed to have arisen in Proudfoot v. Hart (38 W. R. 730, 25 Q. B. D. 
42), though not reported, and the court was stated to have overruled the 
objection, upon the ground that it was a reference fortrial. In the present 
case there was not a reference to arbitration, but a reference for trial. 
Section 8, therefore, did not apply so as to bring in the provisions of sec- 
tion 45 of the Judicature Act, 1873. 

Fry, L.J., concurred. This was a reference for trial to the official 
referee under section 14 of the Arbitration Act, 1889, under which the 
referee was to direct judgment#to be entered. The appeal was not from 
an ‘‘ award or certificate,” and there was not a ‘‘ compulsory reference to 
arbitration,’ but a compulsory reference for trial. Section 8 of the 
Judicature Act, 1884, did not apply, and this appeal lay without leave. 

Lorzs, L.J., concurred.—Cotcnset, (. Gregson Ellis; BH. Kisch. Soutct- 
rors, Ellis, Munday, & Clarke ; H. Faraday. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. | 


DUNLOP -. BALFOUR & CO.—No. 1, 


Surprisc—Cuarter-Party—Cesser Cravse—Damaces vor Detention At 
Port or Loaprina. 


This was an appeal by the defendants from the judgment of Lawrance 
and Wright, JJ., on a point of law raised in the pleadings (ante, p. 272). 
The action was brought by the owners of the ship The Clan Mackenzie to 
recover damages for breach of a charter-party made between the plaintiffs 
and the defendants. The terms of the charter-party, which contained a 
cesser clause, ure sufficiently set out in the report in the court below. 
The plaintiffs complained that the defendants did not load the ship as 
customary, or, in the alternative, that they did not load within a reason- 
able time. The question was, whether the cesser clause afforded a good 
defence to the action. The Divisional Court gave judgment in favour of 
the intiffs. The defendants appealed. It was now argued on their 
be that, on the true construction of the charter-party, the demurrage 
of £20 per day applied to detention at the port of loading as well as at the 
port of discharge. The object was to fix a rate of compensation for undue 
detention, and it was reasonable to suppose that the parties intended that 
the lien, which was given by the charter-party, should apply equally in 
both cases. And as it had been held that the cesser clause was to be read 
as co-extensive with the lien, it followed that the liability of the defend- 
ante for detention at the port of loading ceased on the completion of the 
loading, and that the plaintiffs’ only remedy was to rely on their lien. 
Pv Cover (Lord Esugx, M.R., and Fry and Lorgs, L.JJ.) dismissed 


23rd February. 


Fsurr, M.R., said that this question had been decided in the case 
of Lockhart v. Falk (22 W. BR. 753, L. R. 10 Ex. 132), which had been acted 
on for many years, and ought not to be departed from; moreover, it had 
recently been — by the Court of Appeal in Clink v. Radford (1891, 
1 Q B. 625). Independently of authority, he would have come to the 
same conclusion on the construction of the charter-party. The contract 
to'load the ship implied 4 contract to load within a reasonable time. If 
there was a breach of that implied contract, a claim arose for damages ; 
but the were at large, there was no claim for demurrage. And it 
had been decided that the cesser clause was co-extensive with the lien for 
demurrage. Therefore the cesscr clause did not apply to detention at the 
a A loading. This principle was quite in accordance with the business- 

view of the transaction. The loading of a ship was the act of the char- 
terers or their agents, and there was no reason why they should be relieved 
from liability for their own wrongful acts. But unloading was the joint 
act of the shipowner and the consignee of the cargo, and it was a business- 
like for the charterers to put in a stipulation relieving them from 
Mability for acts over which they had no control. 


Fry and Lopes, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsget, Bigham, Q.C., and 7. @ 
Carver ; J. G. Barnes, Q.C., and Leck. Soxtcrrors, Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co, 
for Hill, Dickinson, § Co., Liverpool ; Lowless § Co. 

{Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. | 


STEERS v. ROGERS—No. 2, 24th February. 


Patent—Co-owNERS—OWNER OF ONE Morety atso MoRTGAGEE OF THE 
OTHER—RIGHT TO ENTIRE Prorirs—REDEMPTION— CoNSENT ORDER. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Romer, J. The question 
substantially was whether a co-owner of a moiety of a patent, being also 
mortgagee of the other moiety, is entitled to work the patent for his 
own benefit without having to account for a share of the profits to the 
mortgagor of the one moiety. The facts were shortly these : —The plaintiff, 
being owner by assignment of a patent for ‘‘ improvements in the manu. 
facture of gas and in apparatus therefor,’’ assigned a moiety thereof to the 
defendant, and mortgaged the other moiety, which mortgage subsequently, 
in 1886, became vested in the defendant. He then brought an action for 
redemption of the mortgage, and judgment was taken, expressed to be by 
consent, (1) for an account of what was due under the mortgage, and (2) 
for an account of the profits made by the defendant as mortgagee of a 
moiety of the patent since 1886. The defendant subsequently objected to 
rendering the account (2), of profits made by him as mortgagee, claiming 
that as owner of one moiety he was entitled to work the patent wholly for 
his own profit. The plaintiff took out a summons to compel the rendering 
of the account, and on the summons being adjourned into court Romer, J., 
held that the fact of the defendant being mortgagee of one moiety did not 
oust the application of the rule that as owner of the other moiety he was 
entitled to work the patent for his own benefit, and dismissed the summons 
accordingly. From that decision the plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Court (Linptey and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Linptey, L.J., said the case was a peculiar one. As to the account 
asked for, it was in terms an account of all profits since the 30th of June, 
1886, which had come to the defendant as mortgagee in respect of the patent. 
The defendant’s auswer to that was—and as his lordship thought, it wasa 
complete answer—that no profits had come to him as mortgagee, all the 
profits had come to him as co-owner. The appeal must be dismissed. 

Kay, L.J., concurred. The argument on the plaintiff’s side was that 
the consent order did not mean the defendant was to account simply for 
profits made by him as mortgagee svlely, but for all profits he had made in 
whatever capacity. But that was not what the order said, and that was 
not what Romer, J., had understood it to mean, for in making the order 
appealed against he said distinctly he remembered what had taken place 
on the previous occasion and how the form of consent order had come to be 
adopted. In his lordship’s opinion, one great object of the Judicature 
Acts was that a judge who had pronounced a judgment should be the 
person who should follow that judgment out, so that it should be carried 
out in the sense it was intended to have. But it was said against this in 
the present instance that the consent order was not a judgment of his at 
all, it being by consent. However, in his lordship’s opinion, it would be 
wrong, in the face of what Romer, J., said, to take a different view from 
his as to what the original order really meant. He agreed that the appeal 
should be dismissed.—Cowunsex, Cooper Willis, Q.C., Oswald, and .“gabeg ; 
B. Denniss and N. W. E. Barling. Soutcrrons, Hulbert §& Crowe; Hood 
Barrs §& Meadows. 


[Reported by Antoun Lawrence, Barrister-at-Law. } 
TAYLOR, SONS, & CO. v. SMITH—No. 2, 26th February. 


Contract—SaLe or Goops—AccErTANCE—MEMORANDUM—STATUTE OF 
Fravups (29 Car. 2, c. 3), s. 17. 

Appeal by the plaintiffs from the judgment of Wright, J., at the trial 
of the action without a jury. The action was brought in respect of an 
alleged contract for the sale by the plaintiffs to the defendants of a parcel 
of spruce deals, and the only question was whether a contract had been 
entered into which complied with section 17 of the Statute of Frauds, 
which provides that ‘‘no contract for the sale of any goods, wares, or 
merchandise for the price of £10 or upwards shall be allowed to be good 
except the buyer shall accept part of the goods so sold and actually 
receive the same or that some note or memorandum in writing 
of the bargain be made and signed by the parties to be charged by such 
contract or their agents thereunto lawfully authorized.’’ In October, 
1890, a bargain had been entered into by word of mouth between the 
plaintiffs and the defendant for the sale by the plaintiffs to the defendant 
of a parcel of 1,060 spruce deals at the price of £100 11s. 4d., to be delivered 
to one Kenworthy, a carrier designated by the defendant, and to be car- 
ried on account of the defendant to a wharf belonging to the carrier. It 
appeared from the evidence that the deals were delivered by the plaintiffs 
to the carrier, and were landed at the wharf about the 26th of October. 
The plaintiffs sent to the defendant an invoice which stated the number of 
deals sent (1,060), and the price, and the name of the carrier; the defend- 
ant, however, wrote no letter acknowledging the receipt of, or in any way 
relating to this invoice. On October 28 the carrier sent to the defendant 
an advice note of the receipt of the deals. The advice note stated the 
number of deals (1,060), but not the price, nor did it contain any refer- 
ence to the invoice. On October 29 and 30 the defendant went to the 
wharf and looked at the deals lying there, and on one of those days he 
handed back the advice note to the carrier, having written and signed the 
following indorsement on it :-—‘* Refused; not according to representa- 
tion.—J. Surrn.”” On the 8th of November the defendant wrote and 
signed the following letter to the plaintiffs :—‘‘ With reference to the deals 
refused by me, and now lying at Kenworthy’s, they are not according to 





representation, and much inferior in quality to any St. John’s spruce deals 
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that I have seen. I consider them fully 10s. per standard below average, 
and therefore cannot accept same.—J. Smrrn.’’ Wright, J., held that the 
Statute of Frauds had not been complied with, and gave judgment for 
the defendant. The plaintiffs appealed. The contention on behalf of the 
appellants was first, that the advice note stating the exact number 
(1,060) of deals and the letter of November 8, sufficiently referred to the 
invoice, and, when taken in conjunction. with the invoice, constituted a 
sufficient memorandum in writing to satisfy the statute; and secondly, 
that there had been an acceptance and receipt of the goods by the defend. 
ant within the meaning of the statute. 

= (Lord Hexscrett and Linpiey and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

Lord Herscuet1, after reading the carrier’s advice note and the indorse- 
ment written and signed by the defendant on the back of the advice note, 
and also the letter of the 8th of November, said that the first question was 
whether either of these documents, or both together, could be said, in 
conjunction with any document incorporated with or referred to in them, 
or either of them, to be a memorandum in writing of the bargain within 
the statute. Obviously, neither of these two documents by itself, nor both 
taken together, could be construed to be a memorandum of the contract, 
as they did not contain either the price or the name of the vendor. If 
these documents, or either of them, had incorporated by reference the 
invoice of the goods, then the documents would probably have amounted 
to a sufficient memorandum of the contract; but there was nothing in 
either of the .wo documents to incorporate by reference the invoice. The 
other question was as to whether there had been an acceptance of part of 
the goods sold and actual receipt of the same by the purchaser. As to 
actual receipt there was, in his lordship’s opinion, no difficulty. The 

had been received by the carrier appointed by the purchaser, and 
landed on the carrier’s wharf, and an advice note sent by the carrier to 
the purchaser. But actual receipt alone was not enough, the statute 
uired acceptance as well, and it was clear, therefore, that something 
beyond actual receipt must be proved to establish acceptance. It had 
been long well settled by numerous cases that receipt of goods by a 
carrier designated by the purchaser was not of itself sufficient to con- 
stitute proof of acceptance by the purchaser. ‘Those cases had not 
been overruled by the later decisions, although no doubt there were 
some dicta in the later cases which might be inconsistent with the earlier 
decisions. It had been said (Page v. Morgan) that there might be an 
acceptance within the meaning of the statute, although it was not such an 
absolute acceptance as to preclude the defendant from subsequently 
rejecting the goods. His lordship was not going to say anything to throw 
doubt on that view of the law; it was not necessary now to determine 
what was the meaning of acceptance within the statute. Reliance had 
been placed by the appellants on the case of Morton v. Tibbett (15 Q. B. 
428) and on two recent cases in the Court of Appeal, Kibble v. Gough (38 
L. T. N. S. 204) and Page v. Morgan (33 W. R. 793, 15 Q. B. D. 228). 
Both these latter cases were cases which had been tried before a jury, and 
the question in the Court of Appeal in each of them, was whether there 
was any evidence to go to a jury of acceptance of the goods by the 
defendant, and the Court of Appeal in each case held that there was. In 
Page v. Morgan part of the goods (sacks of wheat) had been taken into the 
defendant's mill, and some of the sacks had been opened and examined by 
the defendant, and the Court of Appeal held that there was evidence for 
the jury of the acceptance of the goods by the defendant. The present 
case, however, was not tried before a jury, and the question, therefore, 
was whether the court itself.was satisfied that the judge below was wrong 
in holding that there was not an .acceptance of the goods within the 
meaning of the statute by the defendant in the present case. Al] that 
was proved in the present case, in addition to the receipt of the goods by 
the carrier, was that the defendant on two occasions—viz., October 29 and 
30—went to the wharf and looked at the deals, which had arrived on the 
28th of October, and were then lying there. It had been suggested that 
the defendant went to examine the deals on the 5th of November also, 
but the judge below considered there was no evidence of that, and the 
Court of Appeal could not safely assume the contrary. On the 30th of 
October the defendant wrote the indorsement on the back of the advice 
note refusing the goods, and on the 8th of November he wrote to the 
plaintiffs to the same effect; there was, therefore, no such lapse of time 
after the goods had passed into the custody of the person designated by 
the defendant and before rejection as would justify the conclusion that 
he had accepted them. On the facts of this case, therefore, it was impos- 
sible to come to the conclusion that the defendant had “accepted ’’ the 
goods within any reasonable meaning of that word as used in the 
statute. The effect of the statute was not to be frittered away by nice 
distinctions. 

Luyptey and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunsri, Bigham, Q.0., and J. 
Rutherford ; 7. Willes Chitty. Sorscvrons, Norris, Allens, § Chapman, tor 
J. M. Quiggin, Liverpool ; Pritchard, Englefield, § Co., for W. F. Farrington, 
Manchester. 

{Reported by M. J. Buaxe, Barrister-at-Law. |} 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re THE CARDIFF SAVINGS BANK; THE MARQUIS OF BUTE’S CASE— 
Stirling, J., 24th February. 


Savinos Banxk—Wiunpina vup—Prestpent, Trustees, anp Manaarrs— 
Nretect orn Omission Conramutory—TRveree Savines Banks Act, 
1863 (26 & 27 Vier. c. 87), 8. 6, sun-sncrions 6 AND 7; 8. 11, 


This was an application by adjourned summons on the part of the 








official liquidator of the above bank asking for a declaration that the 
Marquis of Bute, who was the president of the bank, might be held to be 


personally liable for his neglect or omission in complying with the rules 
required by the Trustee Savings Bank Act, 1863, to adopted in the 


maintenance of checks and the audit and examination of the accounts of 
the bank ; and that an inquiry might be directed to ascertain what sum he 
ought to contribute to the assets of the bank by way of compensation. 
The bank was originally formed in 1819; was reconstituted after the 
passing of the Trustee Savings Bank Act, 1863, under rules which were 
certified by Mr. Tidd Pratt on the 19th of November, 1863 ; and suspended 

yment in April, 1886. The immediate causes of the suspension of the 
wee were the frauds and defalcations of Mr. James Emerson Williams, 
who was the actuary and paid officer of the bank from 1850 down to the 
date:of his death in March, 1886, when it was discovered that he had 
abstracted about £30,000 from the funds of the bank. The late Marquis 
of Bute (the father of the present marquis) was the president of the bank 
at its foundation in 1819, and continued so during his life. He died in 
1848, leaving the present marquis, his only son, an infant scarcely six 
months old. During the whole of the minority of the present — he 
was described in the books and documents of the bank as “‘ president,”’ 
though he had never been formally elected as such. The uis attained 
his majority in 1868, shortly afterwards went abroad, and did not return 
until the summer of 1869. On the 9th of June, 1869, he attended a meet- 
ing of the trustees and managers of the bank, at which he ided and 
signed the minutes. With reference to this meeting he said in his evi- 
dence, ‘‘ I cannot recollect the circumstances under which I attended the 
meeting, but I suppose that, happening to be at Cardiff at the time, it was 
suggested to me that I should attend, and considering the bank as a charity, 
and worthy of support, I acted as above stated.’’ The marquis never 
attended any other meeting from that time until the stop of the bank. 
Throughout this period his name appeared in the copies of the rules, in the 
depositors’ pass-books, and in the annual reports of the bank as president. 
Copies of the annual reports and circulars convening i Were sent 
to the marquis, who, however, did not recollect ever having received them, 
and it was not proved that they were in fact ever received by him. Counsel 
for the applicant argued that any person who assumes the duties of the 
office is liable; that the actuary who committed the frauds was the com- 
mon agent of all, as in the case of a person so conducting himself as to 
lead people to suppose he is a partner in a concern, though in faet he is 
not: Waugh vy. Carver (2 H. Bl. 235, Lindley, 5th ed., p. 40). The — 
dent must be taken to have been also a trustee and manager. ey 
quoted Mahony v. East Holyford Mining Co. (L. R. 7 E. & I. App. 369, 24 
W. R. Dig. 10), Re Australian Direct Steam Navigation Co., Miller’s case (3 
Ch. D. 661, 25 W. R. Dig. 54). Counsel for the respondent contended 
that the marquis was not a trustee or manager, and could not be heid 
liable ; he occupied his position merely as a figure-head. He had no 
power to manage, even by the rules. It is to the — to whom he holds 
himself out as manager that the liability arises. depositors paid their 
money into the bank with a knowledge of the rules, that it was intrusted 
to the managers and trustees, and not to the president. By statute there 
is no liability cast affirmatively on the trustees and managers ; it is only 
by reading the exception that any liability can be established. 


Srrauine, J., after stating the facts, continued :—It was proved in Re 
Cardiff Savings Bank, Davies’ case (388 W. R. 571, 45 Ch. D. 537), that irregu- 
larities have occurred in the management of the bank in the following, 
amongst other, particulars :—(1) Transactions of deposit and repayment 
took place without the presence of a trustee or in addition to the 
paid officer as required by section 6, sub-section 2, of the Trustee Savings 
Bank Act, 1863. (2) No list of the depositors’ balances was for some years 

rior to the stoppage extracted, or checked, or certified by the auditors, or 
Soot open for the inspection of every depositor as regarded his own 
account, as required by section 6, sub-section 6, of the same Act. In 
Davies’ case knowledge of these irregularities was brought home to Davies. 
The Marquis of Bute was, in fact, ignorant of them. The question which 
I have to decide is whether he is, notwi ing, liable for the loss which 
has arisen from them. It was, in the first place, contended on the part of 
the marquis that, although he was president of the bank, his position was 
that of a mere figure-head, without any real power in the management of 
the business or any responsibility for its results. This contention is based 
on the language of the rules. Rule 1 provides as follows :—** The affairs 
of this institution shall be conducted by one president, seventeen trustees, 
and thirty-seven managers, who shall have power to fill up any vacancies 
which may occur in their number and to appoint a treasurer." Hence- 
forward, in the rales, the president is not mentioned, the “ trastees and 
managers "’ are alone spoken of, and it is said that on a true construction 
of the rules these words do not include the president, whose functions on 
this view would be confined to taking part In filling up vacancies and - af 
pointing a treasurer. This seems to me too narrow a constraction of 
rules; but I think it unnecessary to decide the question ; I assume that 
the president is to be regarded as one of the trustees and managers. 
This being so, it is urged that the marquis is relieved from lia- 
bility by section 11 of the Act 2 — R .. as ge — 
No trustee or manager of any savings {subject to provi- 
sion hereinafter contained in respect to savings banks in Ireland) shall 
be personally liable except-(l) for moneys actually received by him 
on account of or for the use of such savings bank, and not paid over and 
disposed of in the manner directed by the rules of the savings bank; (2) 
for neglect or omission in complying with the rules and 
required by this Act to be adopted as hereinbefore is pro in the 
maintenance of o—. 4 _— and _ of — roan _— 
ing of meetings and keepin: utes of proceedings thereat ; (5 
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pravided.’’ On the other hand, the liquidator contends that the marquis 
is liable for neglect or omission in complying with the regulations con- 
tained in the Act as to the maintenance of checks and the audit and 
examination of accounts. Section 11 appears to be intended to impose on 
each individual trustee or manager liability for his own acts and defaults, 
not liability for the acts or defaults of his co-trustees or co-managers. 
This was, to some extent at least, admitted in argument. If, for example, 
the trustee or manager chosen to be present along with the paid officer on 
an occasion of public business failed to perform his duty, it was conceded 
(and I think properly conceded) by the Attorney-General that the other 
trustees and managers (not being parties to such breach of duty) would 
not be liable for it. It was said, however, that on all trustees and mana- 
gers alike there lay an obligation to see that the statutory provisions as 
to examination and audit of accounts, and particularly as to the prepara- 
tion and examination of an extracted list of depositors, such list to 
be open for the inspection of depositors, were duly complied with, 
and that in this respect the Marquis of Bute was guilty of neglect or 
omission. The trustees and managers of the Cardiff Savings Bank were 
(including the president) fifty-five in number. It could not be expected 
that each member of so numerous a body should take a very active 
part in the management, or attend every meeting. The directors of 
a trading company are only bound to use fair and reasonable 
diligence in the management of their company’s affairs (see Re Forest of 
Dean Coal Mining Co., 27 W. R. 594, 10 Ch. D. 450). In the case of Re 
Denham § Co. (32 W. R. 487, 25 Ch. D. 752), a director who for four years 
had attended no board meetings was held not to be personally answerable 
for fraudulent reports and balance-sheets, issued and passed by his co- 
directors or the dividends paid under them. The standard of duty for an 
unpaid trustee or manager of a savings bank under the Act of 1863 cannot, 
I think, be placed higher than that of a director of a trading company, 
who usually receives remuneration and is a member of a much smaller 
body. Here the Marquis of Bute took no part in the conduct of the busi- 
ness of the bank. It may be that he neglected, as he certainly omitted to 
attend the meetings to which he was summoned. But neglect or omission 
to attend meetings is not, in my opinion, the same thing as neglect or 
omission of a duty which ought to be performed at those meetings. If, 
indeed, he had had knowledge or notice either that no meetings of trustees 
or managers were being held, or that a duty which ought to be discharged 
at those meetings was not being performed, it might be right to hold that 
he was guilty of neglect or omission of the duty. That, however, is not 
this case. The marquis is to be treated as having received the circulars 
inviting him to attend the annual meetings, and the reports issued by the 
bank, but not as being in a worse plight than if he had read them. Two 
of these reports have been put in evidence. Both refer to the accounts 
of the actuary (the paid officer of the bank) as having been duly audited 
and found correct ; both record votes of thanks to trustees and managers for 
their attendance at the bank on days on which, according to the rules, it was 
to be open for receipts and payments. Any person reading those documents 
would naturally be led to believe that the affairs of the bank were being con- 
ducted in conformity with the rules, and in particular that the accounts 
were duly audited. It was a part of the auditor’s duty to examine an 

list of the depositors’ balances made up every year to the 
20th of November and to certify its correctness (see section 6, 
sub-sections 6 and 7, of the Act of 1863); and no person reading these 
reports could suppose that that duty had not been duly performed. I 
think that the marquis was entitled to rely on the trustees and managers 
who took part in these meetings. Seeing that the list was duly extracted, 
certified, and made available for the inspection of the depositors, and that 
each trustee and manager would be entitled to rely on the due perform- 
ance of his duty by that one of their number who was present along with 
the paid officer on an occasion of public business, to hold that the marquis 
was guilty of neglect or omission in respect of this duty, in the absence of 
any knowledge or notice that it was not duly performed, would, in my 
opinion, be to fix him with liability for the neglect and omission of others 
rather than his own. It was much pressed on me that, if this be so, all 
the trustees and managers might abstain from acting, leaving the business 
to be transacted by the officers of the bank alone, and yet escape liability. 
I have difficulty in secing how this could happen without the knowledge 
of some at least of the trustees and managers. However this may be, it 
is not the present case. The affairs of the bank were, in fact, managed 
by some of the trustees and managers; and I do not think it necessary to 
inquire how matters would have stood if no trustee or manager had taken 
part in the conduct of the business. In my opinion, therefore, the appli- 
cation fails. His lordship made no order as to costs.—CounseL, Sir R. E. 
Webster, AG., Fischer, Q.C., and Ingle Joyce ; Si Henry James, Q.C., and 
Vaughan Hawkins. Sorscrroxs, Hare § Co. ; Farrer & Co. 


(Reported by W. 8. Goppagn, Barrister-at-Law. 


Ee EDDYSTONE MARINE INSURANCE CO., Ex parte WESTERN INSUR- 
ANCE CO.—Stirling, J., 27th February. 


Ixeveance, Manixe—Poutcy ov Re-rsvrance—Constavcrion—“ To pay 
A&® MAY BE PAID THEKEON.”’ 


The question raised in this case was one which has not previously been 
under Fodicial consideration in this country—-namely, as to the proper 
construction to be put upon the words, “to pay as may be paid thereon,”’ 
which frequently appear in policies of marine re-insurance. The above 

companice are being wound up, and in the liquidation of the Kddy- 
stome Co. the official liquidator of the Western Co. claimed to prove for 
£0 in 4 of claims on certain marine policies of re-insurance issued 
by the VAdystone Co. which the official liquidator refused to pass. Both 


re-insurance, and the policies in respect of which the question arose were 
issued to re-insure the whole or part of the contingent liabilities of 
Western Co. under policies issued by that company. The policies of yp, 
insurance were not copies of the original policies in all their details, by 
each of them contained the following, or a like clause :—‘‘ Being , 
re-insurance applying to the lines of the Western Insurance Co. (Limited) 
policy No. , Subject to the same terms and conditions as the origin) 
policy or policies, and to pay as may be paid thereon.’’ This was a 
case, and a policy of insurance for twelve months from the 26th of J. ‘nuary 
1888, to the 25th of January, 1889, issued by the Western Co. in respect 
of a steamship called The Bonnington, and a policy of re-insurance on the 
same ship for the same period for £250 issued to the Western Co. by the 
Eddystone Co. were selected. In the statement of facts submitted to the 
court it was assumed (1) that all the premiums on the re-insurance policies 
had been duly paid; (2) that the vessel insured had sustained damage 
perils insured against, and that the Western Co. had become liable to pay 
the assured in respect of such damage ; and (3) that if the Western Co. had 
actually paid the claim the Eddystone Co. would have become liable to 
pay a rateable proportion of the amount of the claim to the Western Oo, 
The Western Co., after the re-insurance had been effected, went into 
liquidation, and had not at present paid to the assured any part of the sum 
mentioned in the policy. For the liquidator of the Western Co. it was 
contended that the liability of the Eddystone Co. accrued immediately 
upon the accruing of the liability of the Western Co., and that actual pay- 
ment to the assured by the Western Co. was not a condition precedent to 
payment to them by the Eddystone Co. For the liquidator of the Eddystone 
Co. it was submitted that the contract was merely one of indemnity, and 
that the Eddystone Co. was not liable to pay to the Western Co. a rate. 
able proportion of any dividend which might be paid to the assured until 
the dividend had been declared and actually paid. 


Srimiixe, J., said that the words ‘‘ to pay as may be paid thereon”’ did 
not stand in strict grammatical connection with those that preceded them, 
but the effect of them was to impose an obligation of payment on the re- 
insurers. As the main object of re-insurance was to relieve the re-insured 
from a portion of the risk previously undertaken by him, the result of 
giving effect to the liquidator of the Kddystone Co.’s contention would be 
that before the re-insured could obtain the benefit of his re-insurance he 
must himself have paid on the original insurance, even though he became 
bankrupt in so doing. This could not have been intended, and the words 
of the policy did not clearly require to be so construed, but would be 
satisfied if they were held to mean that the payment to be made on 
the re-insurance policy was to be regulated by the payment to be made on 
the original policy. He was fortified in this view by the observations of 
Mathew, J., in the unreported case of Marten v. Munich Assurance Co. (June 
1, 1891) with the shorthand note of which he had been furnished. His 
lordship held, therefore, that the contention of the liquidator of the 
Western Co. must prevail, and that payment by his company was not to 
be taken to be a condition precedent to his recovering against the Eddy- 
stone Co. As this was a test case the costs would come out of the estate. 
—CovnseL, J. Walton ; Hastings, Q.C., and A. W. Rowden. Soxtcrrors, 
Waltons, Bubb, Johnson, & Whatton; G. H. Carthew. 


{Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law. | 


te ADAMS’ TRADE-MARKS—Kekewich, J., 26th February. 


TRADE-MARK —OLp Mark —APPLIcATION TO ALTER—OMISSION OF WORD 
* Patent ’’—Parents, Desians, AND Trape-Marxs Act, 1883 (46 & 47 
Vict. c. 57), 8. 92. 


This was an application under section 92 of the Patents, Designs, and 
Trade-Marks Act, 1883. The applicants, who had carried on the business 
of polishing paste manufacturers since 1876, were the owners of certain 
trade-marks in which the words ‘‘ patent composition ” occurred. These 
trade-marks had been used by the predecessors of the applicants in the 
business since 1832. In 1876 the trade-marks were registered under the 
Trade-Marks Registration Act, 1875. About a year ago the applicants 
commenced an action in Scotland to restrain an infringement of the trade- 
marks, and were in that action called upon by the court to justify the use 
of the word ‘‘ patent.’’ They were not able to prove that the composition 
had been the subject of a patent, and they therefore had to compromise 
the action. In consequence of this they now applied for leave to alter the 
trade-marks by striking out the word “‘ patent’’ before the word ‘‘ com- 
position.’’ 


Kexewicu, J., said that in all substantial terms old trade-marks must 
be registered, and stand as they were before 1875. Under section 92 of 
the Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 1883, applications could be 
made for leave to alter both old and new tendie-teasiee The alterations 
under that section might be in any particular not being ‘‘ an essential 
particular.’”” Those words did not necessarily affeet an old trade-mark. 
An old trade-mark might or might not have ‘‘an essential particular.” 
The limit of alteration as regards old trade-marks rested on broader 
grounds. The court had power to refuse or grant leave to alter, as it 
thought fit. It must look at the whole facts of each case. ‘The word 
*‘patent”’ might or might not be an essential particular, but, putting 
that question aside, he considered it was a substantial particular. The 
court had a discretion in the matter, and he thought the alteration ought 
not to be allowed. On these grounds the application must be refused, 
with costs.—Counse., Warmington, Q.C., and J. Cutler ; Sir R. EB. Webster, 
uti, ant Ingle Joyce. Sorscrrons, McKenna § Co, ; Solicitors to the Board 
0 vade, 
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High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


REG. ». THE LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL, Fx parte AKKERSDYK, Ex 
parte FEMENIA—27th February. 


Costs—County Councri as Licenstnc Bopy—Unsvupicrat Conpvct—Man- 
DAMUS TO REHEAR APPLICATIONS FoR LICENCES. , 


In these cases a mandamus had been issued to the London County 
Council to compel them to rehear the applications of Akkersdyk and 
Femenia, who kept public-houses in the neighbourhood of the London Dock, 
for music and dancing licences, on the ground that the council had not acted 
judicially on the hearing of the original applications. In obedience to the 
mandamus the county council had reheard, and again refused the licences. 
Applications were now made in both cases, which were taken together, that 
the county council should be ordered to pay the costs of the proceedings 
for the mandamus. It was contended by counsel for the applicants that the 
County Council, not having dealt with the cases in a fair and judicial 
manner, ought to pay the costs of the mandamus ; in the case of justices 
who had uot approached questions with fair and open minds, costs were 
given against them, and the same rule ought to be applied to the council 
as a corporate body. (He cited Reg. v. Myers, 1 Q. B. D. 173.) For the 
respondents it was argued that inasmuch as, upon the precedents, costs 
would not be given against justices unless they had acted oppressively, 
costs ought not to be granted against the council (who were a public 
body and should be treated as having discharged the duty of justices) 
unless upon similar grounds. The gentleman who was objected to on the 
‘hearing of these applications for the liceuces had retired, which 
distinguished the cases from Keg. v. Myers. The county council had 
committed a bond jide mistake, and could not be said to have acted 
oppressively. 

Tue Court (Lord Coreripee, C.J., and A. L. Swrn and Wraieurt, JJ.) 
granted the applications. 

Lord Coteriper, C.J., said that the applicants were entitled to these 
costs. He did not suppose that the county council had not acted in a 
petoctly bond fide manner, but nevertheless the members of that body, not 

ing justices, were not entitled to the privileges of justices. They had 
compelled the applicants to come to the court for a mandamus, had shewn 
cause against it, and it was finally decided that they had not heard the 
applications in a proper manner. Under these circumstances, why should 
they not pay the costs of proceedings to which they had driven the appli- 
“some The reasons for not giving costs against justices did not apply 
ere. 

A. L. Smrrn, J., in concurring, desired to guard himself against saying 
that in all cases where a mandamus was issued to the county council they 
should be ordered to pay costs, but under the special circumstances of 
this case he thought they ought to do so. 

Waicut, J., concurred.—Counset, Grain ; H. Avory. 
land ; Child. 


Soutcrrors, Blax- 


‘Reported by J. P. Metuor, Barrister-at-Law. } 


CURTIS +». MUNDY—26th February. 
Practice—Discovery or Documents—INFANT PLAINTIFF. 


This was an appeal from an order of Pollock, B., in chambers, that the 
plaintiffs should make an affidavit of documents. The plaintiffs were 
infants, and had brought an action by their mother as next friend against 
the defendant for wrongful execution. The plaintiffs appealed from the 
order of Pollock, B., and, relying on the authority of Mayor v. Collins (38 
W. R. 349, 24 Q. B. D. 361), contended that an infant plaintiff could not 
be compelled to make discovery of documents. 

Tue Courr (Cave and Wricur, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Wuieur, J.—In Redfern vy. Redfern (39 W. R. 212; 1891, P. 139) Lindley, 
LJ., said: ‘‘ It has certainly been the long-established rule in Chancery 
not to require an infant to make discovery, and the same rule was followed 
in the Queen’s Bench Division in Mayor v. Collins.”” We are bound by 
that, and therefore allow the appeal, but the plaintiffs must produce before 
amaster satisfactory evidence of their infancy. If no evidence is pro- 
duced, then the order of Pollock, B., will stand. 

Cave, J., concurred. Appeal allowed.—CounseL, WW. E. Ball; Toller. 
Souicrrors, F. James; Taylor, Hoare, § Box, for Rooke § Midgley, Leeds. 

| Reported by F. O, Ronixson, Barrister-at-Law. | 


NYBURG +». HANDELAAR—27th February. 


" 
Trover—Jomwt Ownensuir or Cuatrrets—Piepar ny one Co-ownrr— 
Ricut or OTHER Co-OWNER TO RECOVER FROM PLEDGER. 


Further consideration. ‘This action was brought to recover from the 
defendant a gold snuff-box or damages for its detention. The plaintiffs 
Were joint owners of the chattel with Frankenheim. Frankenheim, who 
had had the chattel in his custody, pledged it with the defendant to secure 
aloan, but informed him when he pledged it that the plaintiffs were joint 
owners with himself. It was contended on behalf of the plaintiffs that no 
title of goods the subject of joint ownership passed to a stranger by the 
delivery of one co-owner without the consent of the other, and Barton v. 


whole of the goods, which he had no right todo. The case of Jones v. 
Brown (25 L. J. Ex. 345) was a case in which one tenant in common of 
chattels disposed of them so as to create a lien, and it was held that there 
was no conversion. That case was directly in point. The plaintiff could 
not succeed without paying off the amount for which the chattel was 
pledged up to the value of Frankenheim’s undivided moiety. It was said 
that there. was a special contract between the plaintiffs and Frankenheim 
that they should retain possession of the chattel, but that did not affect the 
question, although it might be ground for an action against Frankenheim 
for the breach. He did not see any legal ground for giving relief to the 
plaintiffs. Judgment for defendant.—Covunset, Fillan; W. H. Clay. 
Souicrrors, White § de Buriatte ; Hepburn § Davison. 
[Reported by T. R. C. Dixx, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Ex parte BOARD OF TRADE, Re MARSDEN—Q. B. Div., 19th January. 


Banxrvprcy — Trestre — REMUNERATION — ALTERATION OF RATE OF Re- 


MUNERATION PREVIOUSLY FIXED—Bankrvptcy Act, 1883, s. 72. 


This was an application by the Board of Trade for an order directing the 
trustees in the bankruptcy to comply with a previous order of the board 
made on the fifth audit of the trustee’s accounts, and requiring him to 
credit the estate with the sum of £85 disallowed in respect of his remunera- 
tion. The receiving order was made against the debtor in November, 1887, 
upon which adjudication followed, and the present respondent was 
appointed trustee in the bankruptcy, with a committee of inspection 
consisting of three persons. On the 2nd of July, 1889, a resolution of the 
committee of inspection was passed fixing the remuneration of the trustee 
at £10 per cent. on the assets realized, and £7 10s. on the amount 
distributed in dividend. At that time the receipts amounted to £205, and 
on the audit of the next account the remuneration was duly paid. Sub- 
sequently, in December, 1889, a reversion belonging to the bankrupt was 
sold for £1,200, and in March, 1890, a final dividend of 20s. in the pound 
was paid. It was then discovered that the further remuneration had been 
deducted by the trustee at the rate voted on the 2nd of July, 1889, but 
this was objected to by the committee of inspection, who contended that 
the resolution then passed applied only to the assets realized at that time, 
and in May, 1890, they passed a second resolution by which they pur- 
ported to rescind the resolution of July, 1889, and to fix the remuneration 
at £6 per cent. on the assets realized, and £2 10s. on the amount distributed 
in dividend. Upon this the Board of Trade declined to allow the 
remuneration claimed by the trustee on the fifth audit of his accounts, and 
on the trustee refusing to accept this decision the question was now brought 
before the court. On behalf of the Board of Trade it was stated that the 
£85 in dispute represented the difference between £184 claimed by the 
trustee and £99 to which he would be entitled at the rate given by the 
second resolution. The Board of Trade did not desire to say that £184 
would be too much remuneration having regard to the work done by him ; 
but the difficulty was caused by there being two resolutions, and by the fact 
that the majority of the committee of inspection said that their intention 
was that the remuneration fixed by the resolution of July, 1889, should not 
apply to any future assets. 

Vavenan WriuraMs, J., said that the question was not what the intention 
of the committee of inspection was, but whether they had expressed that 
intention by the terms of the resolution. If these terms made the 
resolution apply only to past matters there was no need at all to pass any 
new resolution. If the resolution was so drawn as to apply to past and 
future matters, then the committee had no right whatever to interfere in 
the way they had done, but their proper course was to come to the court 
to set aside the resolution. 

Upon this intimation counsel for the Board of Trade stated that the 
Board of Trade would revise their audit and allow the remuneration at the 
rate claimed.—CounsEL, Muir Mackenzie; Yate Lee. Sourcrrors, The 
Solicitor to the Board of Trade; Styer § Son. 

Reported by C. F. Morrect, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


MAHONEY v. DAVOREN—«. B. Div. Ireland, 27th February. 
Neraiicencr—Sate Fares rrom [nxctmwprances—OMisston To 

Ixaume or Curent as To Existence or InceMprancss. 

'This was a motion for a new trial, the jury having found a verdict for 

the plaintiff. 

Tue Court (O’Brrsy, CJ., Jounson, Harrtsox, and Horas, JJ.) 

directed a new trial. : 

O’ Buren, C.J., said this was an action against Mr. R. Davoren, solicitor, 

to recover £70 for alleged negligence, and the jury found the fall sum 

claimed for the plaintiff. he statement of claim alleged that the 

plaintiff, in December, 1890, being about to sell lands near Coelock, Co. 

Dublin, retained the defendant as his solicitor to prepare a proper 


Souicrron 





Williams (5 B. & A, 395) and Mayhew v. Herrick (7 C. B, 229) were cited. 
A. L. Surra, J., in giving judgment for the defendant, said that it was 
settled that one joint owner might sell or create a lien on his share of a 
chatiel, and his co-owner could not maintain an action against him for so 
doing unless he had destroyed it. Neither could the co-owner, in his | 
opinion, sue the person to whom the chattel was sold or pledged, for he 
stood in the same position as his vendor or pledgor. Barton v. Williams 
was distinguishable. In that case the part owner purported to pledge the 


abstract of his title, that the defendant in that abstract did not disclose 
that a certain fixed annual instalment in lieu of tithe rent-charge was 
vayable out of the lands by the purchaser thereof, Mr. Dawson, and that 
s reason of the matters aforesaid, the plaintiff having entered into a 
contract for the sale for £500, was obli to pay the said purchaser, as 
compensation for the non-disclosure of the tithe rent-charge, a sum of 
£70. The defence was a traverse of the material allegations in the state- 
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ment of claim, and an alternative defence of a payment of sixpence into 
court in satisfaction of the plaintiff's claim. Now, was Mr. Davoren 

of negligence in not knowing of this charge? In order to render a 
solicitor liable there must be either gross ignorance or gross negligence ; 
in other words, the solicitor must have been guilty of want of ordinary 
care, or must have exhibited a want of ordinary skill. In his (the Chief 
Justice’s) opinion, the defendant was not guilty of any want of ordinary 
care as a solicitor ; not to know of Perrin v. Roe, a single decision only 
about a year old, was no evidence of negligence on the part of the 
defendant, and that being so, the verdict ought to have been entered for 
Mr. Davoren. 

Jounson, J., said the plaintiff’s case was that, having forgotten about 
this charge himself, it was the defendant’s duty to ask him the question, 
and then, if he recollected the fact, he might have informed the defendant 
of it. In his opinion the defendant was not guilty of negligence ; but the 
question was one for a jury and not for a direction. The jury in this case 
were properly instructed by the learned judge, but they could not reason- 
ably have found the present verdict on the evidence. He, therefore, 
thought there should be a new trial. 

Hoimes, J., said there was a wide distinction between professional 
neglect and an error of judgment or a failure to apprehend legal subtilties, 
and to make a solicitor responsible for the latter would be to impose upon 
him an intolerable burden. He was of opinion that the particulars and 
conditions of sale were prevared as a skilful and careful solicitor, with due 
knowledge of the facts, would have prepared them, and that there was no 
evidence of negligence. He thought the verdict should be entered for the 
defendant, there being no evidence of negligence, and therefore no question 
for the jury to decide. 

[Extracted from the Freeman’s Journal. 





LAW SOCIETIES, 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


February 22.—Mr. C. W. Williams moved, ‘‘ That this house disap- 
proves of the principle ‘one man one vote.’’’ Mr. Hughes opposed, and 
Messrs. Maistre, Lewis, Goodfellow, Atkin, Habershon, Weigall, 
Elliman, Common, Hawkins, and Sherrington also spoke. The motion 
was carried by a majority of three. 

Feb. 29.—Mr. Elliman moved: ‘‘ That this House disapproves of the 
introduction of party feeling into municipal and county council elections.” 
Dr. Herbert Smith opposed, and the other speakers were Messrs. Lewis, 
Cox, Yates, Common, Fox, and Andrews. Mr. Elliman replied, and the 
motion was carried by a majority of six. The next meeting will be on the 
7th of March. 





CHESTER AND NORTH WALES INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 

The annual meeting of this society was held at the Town Hall, Chester, 
ou Friday, the 26th of February, Mr. J. Allington Hughes, president, in 
the chair. 

The report of the committee and the hon. treasurer’s accounts for the 

year were received and adopted. 

The following officers of the society were unanimously elected for the 
ensuing year :—Mr. John Gamon, of Chester, president; Mr. T. Gold 
Edwards, of Denbigh, vice-president ; Mr. F. E. Roberts, of Chester, hon. 
treasurer ; and Mr. R. Farmer, of Chester, hon. secretary. 

fhe following gentlemen are the committee for the year :—Messrs. 8. 
Smith, E. 8. Giles, A. E. Caldecutt, J. Cullimore, and E. Gardner, of 
Chester ; Mr. F. Cooke, of Crewe ; Mr. T. T. Kelly, of Mold; Mr. J. Parry- 
Jones, of Denbigh ; and Mr. J. A. Hughes, of Wrexham. 

Messrs. F. W. Sharpe and C. P. Douglas, both of Chester, were re- 
élected hon. auditors. 

Mr. J. Allington Hughes expressed his intention of commemorating his 
year of office by establishing a prize of the annual value of £5 5s. for the 
encouragement of articled clerks within the society’s district. 

The annual dinner was held at the Grosvenor Hotel, Chester, after the 


The followmg are extracts from the report :— 

Members.—The society now numbers 87 members. 

Public Trustee Bill (No. 2).—In compliance with the resolution passed at 
the last annual mecting, the honorary secretary attended a meeting of the 
Associated Provincial Law Societies, in London, on the 28th of February, 
1991, when resolutions in opposition to the Bill were adopted ; and he sub- 
ig pe | attended, with those present at the meeting, as a deputation to 
the Lord Chancellor and the Chancellor of the Exchequer. The following 
were the pointe urged by the deputation in opposition to the Bill, as 
suminarized by the secretary of the Associated Provincial Law Socicties :— 
“1. The Bill is objectionable in its principle as creating a State depart - 
ment for the transaction of private business of a kind which ementially 
requires persomal knowledge of the circumstances of each case, and fre- 
— also considerable tact and delicacy of management. It is not to 

peed that the officers of a public department, who necessarily pro- 
| rule, will satisfactorily transact business of this kind. 2. There 
is no evidence that any legislation whatever is required. Admitting the 
ccatemal difficulty of obtaining trustees, this difficulty arises ¢ lefly 
im the sppointment of new trustees, and in all cases the difficulty of 
Chaining proper perwms to act has been now greatly diminished by the 





Trustees Act, 1888, and the Trust Investment Act, 1889. There would by 


no difficulty in obtaining the consent of competent persons to act a - 


trustees if they were paid, as the Bill proposes that public trustees shoulg 
be paid, and if the immunities proposed to be conferred upon public trustees 
were conferred upon them. 3. If any legislation at all was needed 
(which is neither granted nor assumed, and in proof of which no evidence ig 
forthcoming), it would probably be better to legislate in the direction of 
putting p rivate trustees on the same advantageous footing as public 
trustees are placed by the Bill. 4. Although the Bill is permissive jt 
will gradually attract to itself a large part of trust business of the country, 
both owing to the inclination of the courts to appoint an official, and from 
the tendency of every public department to increase the scope of its powers 
so as to become pecuniarily self-supporting. 5. The business, if con- 
ducted by a public department, will be done, if not badly, at all events neither 
so expeditiously or cheaply to the cestui gue trusisas under the present system,” 
The Chancellor of the Exchequer intimated the intention of the Govern. 
ment to press the Bill forward. Subsequently your committee addressed 
a letter to each member of Parliament, and other gentlemen of influence 
within the society’s district, setting forth their objections to the Bill; and 
the Chester members of the committee had a long interview with the 
member for the city (Mr. R. A. Yerburgh), who received their arguments 
with much patience and courtesy, and intimated that if he found himself 
unable to oppose the second reading, he would support a motion for 
referring it to a select committee. Your committee further despatched a 
resolution to the secretary of the Associated Provincial Law Societies, 
intimating their strenuous opposition to any{proposal for the compulsory 
appointment of a public trustee, and urged that if sufficient pressure were. 
brought to bear by the associated societies or their members, it might be 
defeated on the second reading. The Bill was subsequently dropped. It 
is understood to be the intention of the Government to re-introduce their 
Bill in the forthcoming session, and your committee, having been invited 
to send up a representative to confer with the Incorporated Law Society 
(U.K.) upon the subject, passed a resolution that they objected altogether 
to the principle of a Public Trustee Bill, and considered that legislation 
should rather be directed to the amelioration of the position of trustees, 
to making provision for their remuneration, and for payment of guarantee 
insurance premiums out of the trust estate. 

Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881, s. 43.—The attention of 
members is directed to a recent case, Re Jeffrey, Burt v. Arnold (1891, 1 Ch. 
671), from which it will appear that the statutory maintenance clause 
cannot, in very many cases to which it has been thought to apply, be 
relied upon; and the opinion has been expressed by Mr. Vaizey in the 
current number of the Law Quarterly Review that, while the decision in Re 
Jeffrey stands, it is difficult to see how conveyancers can do otherwise than 
revert to the old practice of inserting a maintenance and a¢cumulation 
clause in every settlement of personalty. Your committee have been in 
correspondence with the Incorporated Law Society (U.K.), and the council 
of that society have intimated their intention, whenever a Bill relating in 
any way to real property or conveyancing is introduced into Parliament, to 
take the opportunity of amending such Bill, with a view of obviating the 
difficulty which may arise where the clause referred to has been relied upon 
as affording a sufficient provision for maintenance. 

Solicitor Mortgagee Costs.—Your committee have also been in correspon- 
dence with the Incorporated Law Society (U.K.) with reference to the 
remarks in the last annua! report of that society under the above heading, 
and have received a reply to the effect that the council of that society saw 
no impropriety whatever in a solicitor mortgagee stipulating for, and 
inserting a clause enabling him to charge, profit costs for business connected 
with the mortgage transaction or arising in connection with the security. 
Their secretary added that the form given in Key & Elphinstone, vol. 2, 
ard ed., p. 63, seemed to meet the occasion; and in reply to a further 
question whether the principle of the decisions would apply to a solicitor 
trustee mortgagee, that the council saw no ground for distinguishing such 
a Case. 

Incorporated Law Society (U.K.).—Your committee desire to express the 
pleasure with which they received an intimation of the election of the 
president, Mr. J. Allington Hughes, to be an extraordinary member of the 
Incorporated Law Society (U.K.) for the current year, and they feel sure 
this mark of recognition will be appreciated by all members of this society. 
They desire to take this opportunity to express their sense of the great 
services rendered to the profession by the Incorporated Law Society (U.K.), 
and their satisfaction at the prompt attention given to all points submitted 
by your committee, and at the increasing regard paid to the opinions and 
views of the country societies by the parent society. 





SHEFFIELD DISTRICT INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 

The following are extracts from the report of the committee of this 
society :— 

Members.—The number of members is now 158. « 

The Public Trustee Bill.—This measure was again introduced by the 
Government early in the past session, and took the place of Mr. Howard 
Vincent’s Bill, which had the same object. The Associated Provincial 
Law Societies held a meeting in London on the 5th of March, 1891, to discuss 
the Bill, at which your society was represented by the secretary, and sub- 
sequently had an interview with the Lord Chancellor and the Chancellor 
of the Exchequer on the same day, but without apparently influencing 
their determination to press the bin forward. Your committee, on the 
19th of March, helda special meeting to discuss the provisions of this measure, 
and settled objections to, and remarks on, the Bill, These were printed 
and sent to the five Members of Parliament for the borough of Sheffield, 
the members of Parliament representing constituencies within the society's 
district, and some other members; the bankers, stockbrokers, and 
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chartered accountants of Sheffield; the editors of the two local daily 
papers, the president and secretary of the Sheffield Chamber of Commerce, 
the clerk to the Cutlers Company, Messrs. Waterhouse and Winter- 
botham, the whole of the law societies for England, and the members of 
the society. The following is a copy of such objections :— 

1. The Bill ,is objectionable in its principle, as creating a State depart- 
ment for the transaction of private business of a kind which essentially 
requires personal knowledge of the circumstances of each casé, and tact 
and delicacy of management. It is not to be supposed that the officers 
of a public department, who necessarily proceed by rule, can satisfactorily 
transact business of this kind. 

2. There is no evidence that any legislation whatever is required. 

3. Although the Bill is permissive, the office will gradually appropriate 
to itself a large part of the trust business of the country, both owing to 
the inclination of the courts to appoint an official, and the tendency of 
every public department to increase the scope of its powers, so as to 
become self-supporting. 

4, The business, as conducted by a public department, will be done. if 
not badly, at all events neither so expeditiously nor so cheaply to the 
cestuis que trust as under the present system. 

5. The patronage the Act will place in the hands of any Government is 
objectionable. 

6. The great expense which will be entailed by the appointment of the 
public trustee, with branch offices in the large provincial towns, and the 
great cost it will cause by the payment of salaries to officials, is uncalled 
for, and will prove to be oppressive to the country at large. 

7. The necessarily large expense caused to each trust estate, payable 
either out of capital or income, is a serious objection. If the commission 
charged on the administration of bankruptcy estates (say 6} per cent.) 
affords any guide to the cost of the administration of an estate by the 
public trustee, the amount will be very heavy, and out of all comparison 
with the present cost of administering trust estates, and the beneficiaries 
will suffer accordingly. 

8. The withdrawal from the provinces, and the accumulation in London 
in the hands of a public official of vast sums of money, is detrimental to 
the interests of commerce and business, and financially unsound. 

9. Owners of property will suffer ; trust funds being no longer avail- 
able for loans on their estates. The rate of interest will probably rise, and 
the expense and difficulty in the negotiation of mortgages will be greatly 
increased. 

10. A serious diminution in the income of trust estates will result, inas- 
much as the tendency of the public trustee will be to resort to Consols, 
paying now only £2 15s., and before long £2 10s. per cent. Great hard- 
ships will be occasioned, particularly in small estates. 

The answers of the Rt. Hon. A.J. Mundella, M.P., Sir Fredk. Mappin, 
and Sir John Lubbock were especially encouraging to the committee. 
At the annual meeting of the Associated Provincial Law Societies, held in 
London on the 2nd of April, which was attended by Mr. A. E. Maxfield 
on behalf of your society, this Bill formed the principal subject of discus- 
sion, and resolutions were passed to the effect that the societies should 
strenuously oppose any compulsory proposals for the creation of a public 
trustee, even were he to be a mere custodian of trust funds, and that it 
was desirable that the rules for regulating the office of public trustee 
(should one be appointed), and carrying the Act into effect, should be 
made by a committee, or board, on which solicitors should be directly 
represented. When the second reading of the Bill was approaching, 
letters were written by the secretary to the Rt. Hon. A. J. Mundella, 
M.P., Sir John Lubbock, M.P., and Sir F. T. Mappin, M.P., asking 
them to vote against it ; and in case the second reading should be carried, 
to support Sir H. Davey and Mr. H. H. Fowler in their motion to refer 
the Bill to a select committee. Ultimately it was withdrawn by the 
Government before reaching the second reading. It is hoped that the 
profession and the public generally are now alive to the unsatisfactory 
nature of the scheme of this Bill, which is one which requires the greatest 
watchfulness on the part of all those interested in trust estates. There is 
some reason for believing that the Bill may be again introduced in this 
session, in which case the socivty will probably renew their opposition 

Recent decisions. —The committee have considered the decisions in the 
cases of Re Morse, Ex parte Latimer, Clark, § Co. (L. J. N. S. 60 Q. B.D. 
626) and Re Jeffrey, Burt v. Arnold (1891, 1 Ch. 671, L. J. N. S. 60 
Ch. 470), and desire to draw the attention of members to them. In the 
former it was held by the Court of Appeal that a solicitor is not entitled 
to charge at the rate of 4d. a folio for type-written carbonized copies of 
documents. The latter shews the danger of relying on the maintenance 
clauses implied by the Conveyancing Act, 1881, in wills and settlements, 
and limits their application ina way, it is submitted, quite contrary to the 
spirit of that Act. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 
PreviMInarny EXAMINATION, 

The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the 3rd and 4th of 
February, 1892 :— 
Abbotts, William Henry 
Arundel, John 
Atkinson, Fenton Asheton 
Bailey, Archibald Harry 
Baker, Ernest 


Ballard, Charles Richard 
Barlow, Evan 

Berg, Ellis Graham 
Blew, William John 
Blewitt, Matthew Clive 











Bowman, Paget John Merriman Morgan, Henry George Hilliar 
Bretherton, Edward Gordon Morgan-Thomas, David Percy 
Brewis, Arthur Morris, Percy William 
Brighouse, Robert Wales Mudford, Ernest 


Broadbent, Charles Maurice Arnaud Nicholson, Charles John Cecil 
Corser, Richard Radcliffe Nisbet, Hugh Adair 

Coxwell, George Gordon Page, Walter Searle 

Crumbie, Walter Leslie Parker, John Herbert 

Daniel, Henry Kenyon Parkhouse, William Aldis 
Deacon, Frank Barrington Payne, John Herbert 
Donisthorpe, Anderson de Aula Piper, Robert Frederick 
Douglas, Horace James Pomeroy, George Joseph 
Dowling, Thomas Probert. Lewis 

Eccles, Malcolm Reece, Edmund Llewellin Bernard 
Evans, John Owen Griffith Pagh Rider, Philip Veness 

Farwell, Frederick Arthur Saxelby, Horace William Victor 
Geake, Charles Shaw, John Vincent 


Greaves, Alfred Ernest Shilton, George 
Gribbin, John Leo Spencer, Arthur 
Hager, Charles Richard Stobie, James 


Sutherland, John James 
Tahourdin, Charles Baynard 
Talboys, Harold Ivo 

Taylor, Gilbert John 

Thomas, Edgar Charles 
Thomas, Edward 

Thomas, Herbert Watkins 
Thompson, Robert 

Tripp, Guy Harold Howard 
Vernon, James Edmund Hardy 
Ward, George 

West, Charles Eliot 

Williams- Vaughan, Cyril Hugh 
Wilson, Henry Barker 


Henderson, Cecil Prichard 
Hindley, John Alfred 

Hooper, George Lewis Pelly 
Hopton, Ulric 

Hopwood, William Henry 
Houghton, Bertram Francis 
Howe, William John Bloomfield 
Hudleston, Gilbert 

Hughes, John Henry Glynn 
Ireland, Herbert Francis Kellie 
Jackson, Donaldson Bell 
Jackson, Guy Wilberforce 
Kelly, Robert Stewart 

Lewis, David Henry Hill 


McEvoy, John Woodall, Harry 
Malthouse, Ernest Edward Wyatt, Hugh Michael Wrench 
Marsden, Joseph Wilson, John 


Mitchell, Joseph Percival 





Honours ExaMInation. 
January, 1892. 
At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom- 
mended the following gentlemen as being entitled to honorary distinc. 


tion :— 
Frrst Crass. 
[In order of Merit. ] 

Alfred William Stallard, who served his clerkship with Mr. James Gor- 
don Walls, of the firm of Messrs. Walls, Abbott, & Martin, of London. 

John Montague Newnham, B.A., LL.B., who served his clerkship with 
Mr. Sydney George Edridge, of Croydon. 

William Frederic Taylor Morgan, B.A., who served his clerkship with 
the late Mr. Benjamin Thomas Bartrum, and Mr. John Hill Munday, both 
of the firm of Messrs. Ellis, Munday, & Clarke, of London. 


Seconp Crass. 
{In Alphabetical Order. } 

Vincent Martin De Bartolome, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
Edmund Vickers, of the firm of Messrs. Henry Vickers, Son, £ Brown, of 
Sheffield ; and Messrs. Peacock & Goddard, of London. 

Frank Bouskell, who served his clerkship with Mr. George Edmund 
Bouskell, of Leicester. 

Ernest Alfred Cotterell, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Nie- 
holds Cotterell, of Walsall. 

John Herbert Dickinson, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Tyrer, of St. Helens; and Messrs. Chester & Co., of London. 

Ernest Cormack Finch, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Budd, 
Son, & Brodie, of London. 

Alfred Francis Fox, B.A., who served his clerkship with Messrs. Water- 
house, Winterbotham, & Harrison, of London. 

Frederick Hawkins, who served his clerkship with Mr. Frederick James 
Hawkins, of the firm of Messrs. Forshaw & Hawkins, of Liverpool. 

Stowers William Jackson, who served his clerkship with Mr. John George 
Dalzell, of London. 

John William Robinson Punch, who served his clerkship with Mr. George 
Robson, of Middlesborough. 

William Mozart Russell, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edgar James 
Paine, of the firm of Messrs. Paine, Son, & Pollock, of London. 

Henry William Saw, B.A., who served his clerkship with Messrs. Saw & 
Son, of London. 

Geoffrey Plumpton Smith, who served his clerkship with Mr. Samuel 
Smith, of Chester ; and Messrs. Chester & Co., of on 

Owen Jemson Taylor, who served his cl with Mr. John Bennett 
Fowler, of Leicester; and Mr. Herbert Blaney Wade, of London. 


Turep Crass, 
{In Alphabetical Order. } 

Frank Andrews, who served his clerkship with the late Mr. Robert Cates, 
of Fakenham; and Mr. John Thomas White, of the firm of Messrs. 
Thomas White & Sons, of London. 

William Langsdale Bown, who served his clerkship with Mr. Herbert 
Charles Owen, of Wolverhampton. 
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Edmund Thorold Clowes, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
George Dimock, of the firm of Messrs. Mee & Co., East Retford; and 
Messrs. Paterson, Snow, Bloxam, & Kinder, of London. 

William Alexander Francis Colyer, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
William Alexander Colyer, of London. 

Edward Chorley Edgecombe, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Thomas Edward Sampson, of Liverpool. 

Edwin Emley, who served his clerkship with Mr. Frederick Emley, of 
Newcastle-on-Tyne. 

Charles Blomfield Freeman, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Crutt- 
well, Daniel, & Cruttwell, of Frome; and Messrs. Wheatly, Son, & Daniel, 
of London. 

William Kenrick Minshall, who served his clerkship with Mr. Philip 
Henry Minshall, of Oswestry; and Messrs. Minshall & Co., of London. 

William Henry Owen, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Parke 
Chatham, of Hull. 

William Verney Palmer, who served his clerkship with Mr. John James 
Wiggins; and Mr. Robert Devereux, of London. 

Percy James Roper, who served his clerkship with Mr. Drury Ottley 
Wollaston and William Chandler Block, of Ipswich. 

Joseph Morgan-Thomas, who served his clerkship with Mr. Walter 
Herbert Morgan, of the firm of Messrs. Walter Herbert Morgan & Rhys, 
of Pontypridd. 

Arthur Bingham Watson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Bingham 
Watson, of the firm of Messrs. Watson, Sons, & Room, of London. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Stallard—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-inn— 
value 10 guineas; the Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 25 guineas. 

To Mr. Newnham—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clifford’s-inn—- 
value 10 guineas. 

To Mr. Morgan—Prize of the Honourable Society of New-inn—value 5 
guineas. 

The coun:il have also awarded to Mr. Newnham ‘“‘ The John Mackrell 
Prize ”’—value about £12 10s. 

The council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 

Eighty-one candidates gave notice for the examination. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Stvupents’ Desatine Society.—Feb. 16.—Mr. J. D. Crawford in the 
chair.— Mr. C. Herbert Smith opened the debate, ‘‘ That this society dis- 
approves of the policy of her Majesty’s Government, as disclosed in the 
Queen’s Speech.”” Mr. J. Cornelius Wheeler opposed. The following 
gentlemen spoke :—Messrs. Rhys, Headland, Stevens, C. A. Anderson, 
Archer, White, Harry Watkins, Brownjohn, and C. Harcourt. The 
motion was lost by a majority of fifteen. 

Feb. 23.—Mr. Walter Mantell Woodhouse in the chair.—Mr. Thomas 
Douglas opened the debate, ‘‘ That the case of Wood v. Thomas (1891, 3 Ch. 
482) was wrongly decided.’’ Mr. Bower opposed. The following gentle- 
men spoke :—In the affirmative, Messrs. John W. Barton and Brownjohn ; 
in the negative, Messrs. Headland, Stevens, Watson, Simon, and Clarence 
Harcourt. Mr. Douglas replied. Mr. W. Mantell Woodhouse summed 
up with - reat care. The motion was lost. The subject for discussion at 
the next meeting is, ‘‘ That this society approves of Mr. Chamberlain’s 
scheme for Old Age Pensions (see National Review for February, 1892).’’ 

March 1.—Mr. Clarence Harcourt in the chair.—Mr. Worthington 
Evans moved, *‘ That a committee of twelve members of the society be 


appointed to inquire into the causes of the mnnecessary delay and expense | 


and other abuses attending litigation in the High Court cf Justice, and to 
report to the society.” This was seconded, and on being put to the 
society was lost, and certain consequential motions were by leave with- 
drawn. Mr. D. Stewart-Smith opened the debate, “‘ That this society 
approves of Mr. Chamberlain's scheme for ‘old age pensions.’’? Mr. 
Neale’ opposed. The following gentlemen spoke :—Mesers. Williams, 
White, Herbert Smith, Brownjohn, Rhys, Watson, Clarke, and Arnold. 
Mr. Stewart-Smith replied. The motion was carried. There were forty 
metbers and one visitor present. 


LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


Mr. Saucer Maries, solicitor, of Nottingham, senior partner and | 


founder of the firm of Maples & McCraith, and under-sheriff of Notting- 
ham, died on the 9th ult. By the death of Mr. Maples (eays a local 
paper) one of the oldest legal practitioners and public officials, and one of 
the comparatively few remaining links between old and new Nottingham 
has been removed. 
he 


, 
Mr. Maples was born and educated in the town, where 
mt the whole of an exceptionally long and busy life. He was 


articled to the late Mr. Sculthorpe, solicitor, and was admitted a solicitor | 
and notary public in 1539, and commenced practice on his own account. | 
His on ty | for business, his assiduity, and conspicuous trustworthiness | 


secured for him a good practice, and for a long period he held a foremost 
porition in the profession in the town and county. In 1874 Mr. Maples 
took into partnership Mr. J. W. McCraith, who had been an articled clerk 
in hi« office, and is Vice-Consul for the French Republic, and since then 
the style and title of the firm has been Maples & McCraith. 


Mr. Witten Hexny Micuser, Q.C., died at Meran, in the Tyrol, on the } Strapp), Eastbourne. Feb, 19, 


15th ult. Mr. Michael was called to the bar in 1864, and made a Q.C. in 


1878. He was a member of the South Wales Circuit, and a J.P. fop 
county Glamorgan. He was elected a bencher of his inn in 1882. 





APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Exxan Naruan Apuer, M.A., solicitor, 9, Angel-court, Throg. 
morton-street, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Adler 
was admitted in January, 1885, after passing the Final Examination with 
honours. 

Mr. Artuur Tuomas ASHWELL, solicitor, Nottingham, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Ashwell was admitted in December, 1884, 


Mr. Joun Burcess (Davies, Sharp, Kerkonnel, & Co.), solicitor, Warring. 
ton, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Burgess wag 
admitted in June, 1880, after passing the Final Examination with honours, 


Mr. Hersert Wri11aM Crark (Frank & Herbert Clark), solicitor, Bath, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Clark was admitted in 
July, 1885. 

Mr. Arruur Epwarp Cvusison, solicitor, 29, Jeffreys-road, Clapham, 
S.W., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Cubison was 
admitted in January, 1886. 

Mr. Tuomas Henry Davies, solicitor, Llandyssil, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Davies was admitted in April, 1884. 


Mr. Frepertck Wriii1am Ensor, M.A., B.C.L. Oxon. (Ensor & Son), 
solicitor, Cardiff, has been appomted a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Ensor was admitted in December, 1885. 

Mr. Epmunp Freeman, solicitor, 17, Knightrider-street, Doctors’-com. 
mons, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Freeman was 
admitted in December, 1881. 

Mr. Hersert Frrtx (Perkins & Firth), solicitor, 7, Angel-court, City, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Firth was admitted 
in February, 1878. 
| Mr. Granam Gorpon, solicitor, 16, Glasshouse-street, W., has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Gordon was admitted in Novem- 
| ber, 1883. 

Mr. Atrrep Tuomas Hare (Hare & Co.), 139, Temple-chambers, White- 
friars-street, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Hare was admitted in July, 1881. 

Mr. Atrrep Bernarp Hvupson (Petch & Smurthwaite), solicitor, 43, 
Bedford-row, W.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Hudson was admitted in September, 1883. 


Mr. Francis Epwarp Hvucues, B.A. Oxon., solicitor, Cardiff, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hughes was admitted in 
November, 1885. 

Mr. Wiu1am Lanoiey-Sairu, solicitor, Gloucester, has been appointed 

| a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Langley-Smith was admitted in July, 
1883. 

| Mr. Artuur Herpert Larrer (Latter & Godwin), solicitor, Tenterden, 

| has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Latter was admitted 

| in November, 1883. 

Mr. Turner Lancaster, solicitor, Blackburn, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Lancaster was admitted in December, 1884, 

Mr. Ciement Jonn Lawrence (Lawrence & Sons), solicitor, 6, Raymond- 
| buildings, Gray’s-inn, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Lawrence was admitted in July, 1884. 

Mr. Manx Leaver (Plunkett & Leader), 60, St. Paul’s-churchyard, E.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Uaths. Mr. Leader was admitted 
in June, 1878. 

Mr. Axruur Wa. Lemon (Brighten & Lemon), solicitor, 108, Fenchurch- 
street, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Lemon 
was admitted in February, 1883. ° 

Mr. Atrrep Mrrcnett Lawrence (Ward & Lawrence), solicitor, Dews- 
bury, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Lawrence was 
admitted in December, 1885. 

Mr. Joun Wiiu1aM Briuincuvrst, solicitor (of the firm of Billinghurst, 
Wood, & Pope), 7, Bucklersbury, E.C., has been appointed by Sir James 
Whitehead, Bart., the alderman of the Ward of Cheap, to be Ward Clerk, 
in succession to the late Mr. Loxley. Mr. Billinghurst has for thirty years 
been the vestry clerk of two of the parishes in the ward. 


Sir Joun Dortnoron, M.P., has been appointed a Commissioner in 
Lunacy. 








CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
Disso.vTions. 


t1cuAnD Curvens and Tuomas Pace Frame, solicitors, 27, Chancery- 
lane, London (Chivers & Frame). June 24, 1890. [ Gazette, Feb. 19. 


Groner Ronent Markix, Newer, Weiis Metnovrne, and Arrnuur JRAN 
Gacny, solicitors (Malkin, Melbourne, & Co.), 3, Cannon-street, London. 
Jan, 29, 1891, The said George Robert Malkin and Arthur Jean Gaury 
will practise together at 3, Cannon-street aforesaid, under the style or 
| firm of Malkin & Co, [ Gazette, Feb. 23. 


| Varn Lawson Lewis and Witisam James Srearvr, solicitors (Lewis & 
[ Gazette, Feb. 26, 
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INFORMATION WANTED. 

Joun Dixon.—Will the Solicitor who advertised some years since in the 
Melbourne and Australian papers for John Dixon, late of Manchester, 
kindly send Address to E. H. H., B896, Address and Inquiry Office, ‘‘ The 
Times ’’ Office, E.C. ? 





GENERAL. ‘ 


It is stated that the condition of Mr. Justice Romer shews a slight im- 
rovement, but, up to the early part of this week, he was not able to come 
ownstairs. 

Mr. Justice Wright will preside at the sixtieth anniversary festival 

dinner of the United Law Clerks’ Society, which will take place at the 
Cannon-street Hotel on Monday, May 30. 


The Summary Jurisdiction Act (1879) Amendment Bill introduced by Mr. 
Cross gives (says Zhe Times) a right of appeal to quarter sessions to any 

rson fined more than £3 or sentenced to imprisonment without the option 
of a fine before a court of summary jurisdiction in England or Wales. 


The Times says that the late Mr. Crossley, Q.C., by his will, after giving 
legacies to a considerable amount, and providing out of income for the 
payment of life annuities to numerous connections, and a life annuity of 
£1,000 to his old nurse, has left the whole of his property, subject to the 
payment of these annuities (such property amounting to £50,000 at the least), 
to found a charity in memory of his late father for payment of the rent of 
poor women, widows or spinsters. 


A return has just been issued by the Corporation shewing the number of 
actions for debt or damages tried in the Lord Mayor’s Court at Guildhall 
during the past year, in which the verdict involved an amount of £10 and 
upwards. It shews that 474 actions were tried—viz., by the late recorder 
145, the common serjeant 61, and the assistant judge 268. These are ex- 
clusive of compensation cases. The largest verdict given was one of 
£3,095 5 

Lord Coleridge opened the Carlisle Assizes on Tuesday. In charging 
the grand .jury, he said a question raised in a letter addressed by counsel 
to the Lord Chancellor and himself, as to the administration of justice, 
was being considered by the judges, who, in addition to their regular 
duties, had been sitting four days a week all this year. Important and 
serious questions had been brought before them ; but it was not advisable 
to say at present what those questions were. 


Sir A. K. Rollit, M.P., chairman of the council of the London Chamber 
of Commerce, presided on ‘Tuesday at a special general meeting of the 
members of that body, who agreed ‘‘ That lay arbitration of mercantile 
causes is, as a general rule, an imperfect remedy, but that this meeting is 
of opinion that commercial and non-commercial causes should be dis- 
tinguished from the outset in our legal tribunals, and kept separate, up 
to and including the trial, the commercial cases to be tried in courts 
devoted exclusively for the purpose, presided over by specially-appointed 
judges.”’ 

The National Observer, in an article on Mr. Commissioner Kerr, says: ‘‘ He 
will cut short a long-winded pleader with a grim ‘None of your oratory, 
come to your facts’ (has not Lord Bacon said that ‘to moderate length, 
repetition, or impertinency of speech,’ is the judge’s duty ?); or he will 
grudgingly admit that ‘ lawyers are necessary evils,’ or that ‘ even solicitors 
must live’: howbeit he is still fonder of animadverting on the all-too natural 
interest in costs of that much-abused tribe, while the imbecility of legal 
methods is an ever congenial theme. Such remarks are impertinent in both 
senses of the term; but they ‘fetch’ the vulgar. They are cynical, and 
cynicism has always a surface wisdom of its own. More: they are put 
tersely and not unimpressively—so that makes them stick in the vacant and 
half-educated mind ; and they deal with subjects of interests to a vast body 
of people,”’ 

At West Ham, on the 29th ult., says the Zimes, Mr. John Willis, a 
solicitor’s articled clerk, of Stratford, appeared to his recognizances to 
answer an adjourned summons charging him with knowingly and de- 
signedly falsely representing himself to be a solicitor and unlawfully 
obtaining £2 2s. by such false pretences, with intent to cheat and defraud 
James Cornwall, landlord of the Fox and Hounds public-house, High- 
street, Stratford. Two further informations were preferred against the 
defendant, the first charging him with acting as a solicitor in January and 
February, 1891, when he was not so qualified ; the second charging him 
with acting as a.solicitor in January and February last in a criminal 
matter at the Mansion House Police-court when he was not so qualified. 
Mr. Baggallay having heard the evidence, remarked that it was quite clear 
to him that no jury would listen to the case of false pretences for more 
than ten minutes. There was no evidence at all that the defendant had 
“acted ’’ as a solicitor. Assuming the evidence given to be correct, there 
might be charges that could be dealt with, but they were not before the 
court. There was not the slightest foundation for Mr. Cornwall saying he 
had been defrauded. The evidence given, however, that day was most 
suspicious, and he hoped the authorities would take notice of the case. 
The defendant was then discharged. 


On the 18th ult., itt the House of Commons, Mr, A. O'Connor asked the 
Vice-President of the Committee of Council on Education whether it was a 
fact that, in the first issue by the Queen’s Printers of the Elementary 
Education Act, 1891, in section 5 certain words were printed which in 
subsequent issues were left out ; on whose authority the alteration was made 
in the Queen’s printers’ text without an Act of Parliament; and whether he 


Certain words, which were struck out when the Lords’ amendments were 
under consideration in this House, a in the first issue of the Act by 
the Queen’s printer, and the action of the Department which I represent was 
confined to calling the attention of the Principal of the Public Bill Office in 
the House of Lords to the mistake that had been inadvertently made, Mr. 
A. O’Connor asked by what authority the text of the Queen’s printers could 
be altered without an Act of Parliament. Sir W. Hart Dyke replied that in 
this case the inadvertent insertion of certain words was a printer’s error. 
The words were in a copy of the Bill sent by the ent to assist the 
printer, but they were not in the proper copy of the Bill as passed and also 
sent to the Queen’s pri . It was as a printer’s error only that it was 
corrected. The Speaker said that the true record was the signed copy of the 
Act, and this was perfectly correct. 





The Bank of England give notice that they are authorized to receive 
tenders for £1,500,000 Manchester Corporation mable Stock, bearing 
interest at 3 per cent. per annum. e Stock will be redeemable at par 
on or after the 1st of August, 1941, and is chargeable upon the City Fund 
and the City Rate. Minimum price of issue £94 per cent., and tenders 
must be delivered before two o’clock on Wednesday, the 9th of March. 


COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reaistrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 





Appgeat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Jackson Leach 
Ward Clowes Godfrey 
Pemberton Jackson Leach 
Ward Clowes Godfrey 
Pemberton Jackson Leach 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Strive. KeExkeEwica. » Romer. 
Monday, March ............... 7 Mr. Rolt Mr. Lavie Mr. Pugh 
idk denoneversdonivest unde Carrington Beal 
a aininbanatiniaornian ) Rolt — Pugh 
ccilapenbinenaiahtoriinan 10 n 
Frida: d 2 SEE. ll Rolt Lavie Pugh 
Sai | 12 Carrington Beal 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 


Evyeuisu.—Feb. 26, at Lowdale Hall, near Whitby, the wife of Arthur English, solicitor 
of a son. 
Renee. 23, at St. George’s Villas, Harpenden, Herts, the wife of James A. Remon, 
solicitor, of a daughter. 
MARRIAGE. 


Batrr—Kyieut.—Feb. 23, at Laceby, Lincolnshire, Reginald Henry Bate, solicitor, of Ret- 
ford, Notts, and youngest son of C. J. Bate, of Clevedon, Somerset, to Mary Eli 
Knight, eldest daughter of the late Rev. E. H. Knight, former Rector of Lacehy. 


DEATHS. 
Borretr.—Feb. 27, at Cransford Hall, Suffolk, George Tuthill Borrett, of Lincoln’s-ina, 


Ww, 54. 
CrapsuRn.—Feb. 27, at 5, Sutton-court-read, Chiswick, John George Clabburn, of 2, Old 
Serjeants’-inn, Chancery-lane, solicitor. nr 
Cuark.—Feb. 22, Alfred 8: Clark, 3, Seaton-avenue, Plymouth, solicitor, 
Borough Coroner for Plymouth, and Superintendent Registrar of Births, Deaths, 
Marri for Plympton St. Mary district, aged 39. Jods : 
Guey.—Feb. 24, at 13, Men oy Edinburgh, William Cunningham Glen, 


f the Middle Temple, and 63, Holland-road, Kensington, barrister-at-law, formerly 

Principal of the Pi nt and Senior Legal Assistant of the Local Government 

Gaegr.—Feb. 26, at G 1, Omagh, county Tyrone, Ireland, James Greer, J.P., 
Crown Solicitor for county Antrim, aged 75. 


Micuaku.—Feb. 15, sui , at Schloss Labers, Meran, Tyrol, William Henry Michael, 

70. ’ ” ‘ 
Suarr.— Bob. 27 at Luxor, Barr, William Sharp (Robert Davies, Sharp, Kirkeonnel, & 
Co.), solicitor, ‘Warrington, a. 





romeo 3 intenpine House Puacuassns & Lassexs.—Before 
a house have the fey 5d arrangements thoroughly from 
Sani Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, next the Meteorological Office, Victoria-st., 
Westuinster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of ffices, de.—[ADvr.] 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette. —Farvar, Fed. 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luurrep mx Caancerr. 

Burris Asanan Prayrations Oo, Lawrep—Petn for winding presented Fed 23, 

"firveted to be heerd on March &. Douglas Norman & Oo, New ct, Lincoln's ina, solore 
for pane rs, _— A appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in 
the afternoon o! 
Goun Minwe Aassocratrox, Liaerrp —Creditors residing in the United ~~ phe 

ired, before March 1 thase on or before Marh > sand 

beeen eo of their debts or claims, to James Calvert and 





could state fully the ciroumstances of the case, Sir W. Hart Dyke said :— 





AMER addresses, and the particulars 

i Ignatius Ricarde-Seaver, 8, Deypeey goes, Shecgneen ovenne. March 3) and 
April 15 is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. Heiron, 
Lomban st, solor for liquidators 
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Granoe Synpicate, Losrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 24, directed to be heard 
on March 5. Raphael, Moorgate st, solur for petners. Notice of appearing must reach 
the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of March 4 

Great Evxapsy Stiver Fietp (Soutn Austrauia), Liwirep—Petn for winding up, pre- 
sented Feb 19, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on March 5. Morse & Co, .Wal- 
brook, solors for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenam ° d not later than 
6 o’clock in the afternoon of March 4 

Loxpon anp AmsTERDAM Genera Investment Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on 
or before 22, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Charles James Tapp and Richard Nicoll Preece, Suffolk House, 
Laurence Pountney lane. Slaughter & May, Gt Winchester st, solors for liquidators 

New Vesture Witwarterseaxpt Gop Mixixe Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, pre- 
sented Feb 23, directed to be heard on March 5. Halses & Co, Cheapside, solors for 
petner. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of March 4 

Prrer Connor McIntyre & Co, Liuirep—Creditors are required. on or before March 10, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James 

30, Cross st, Manchester 

Sreamusuip * Bavagiay ”’ Co. Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 8, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
Bibby and Frederick Dawson Leyland, 27, James st, Liverpool. 
solors for liquidators 

Sreausuir “ Buieariax”’ Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 8, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
Bibby and Frederick Dawson Leyiand, 27, James st, Liverpool. Hill & Co. Liverpool, 
solors for liquidators 

Sreamusuip “ Istaian ” Co, Liwireo—Creditors are required, on or before April 8, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Bibby 
and Frederick Dawson Leyland, 27, James st, Liverpool. Hill & Co, Liverpool, solors 
for liquidators ¢ 

Titscry Portiayp Cement Co, Limitep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 24, directed 
to be agg et pete oe J., on — 5. Rona ena & Watson, New sq, solors for 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of March 4 

Wesatit Mestaye Cottiery Co, Lumren—Creditors are required, on or before March 
31, to names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
James Joseph Lowick, Eagle chmbrs, Adelaide st, Swansea. Collins & Woods, Swansea, 


solors for liquidator 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
West Mowsxtoyw Frienxpiy Society, Vestry Room, West Monkton, Somerset. 


Hill & Co, Liverpool, 


Feb 22 


London Gazette.—Tvespay, March 1. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

LimITED In CHANCERY. 
Cazgoit Borcer Water Pveirier, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 
12, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
James Bovill, 28 and 29, St Swithin’s lane Lumley & Lumley, Old Jewry chbrs, 

solors for liquidators : 

Piamecess Exriostves Co, Lonren—Creditors are required, on or before April 15, to 
send names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry 

3 ae Howard, 54, Palmerston bldgs, Old Broad st 
esse Hargisox & Co, Liurrep—Petn for winding up. presented Feb 26, directed to be 
heard on March 12. Hnghes & Co, Budge row, solors for petners Notice of appearing 
must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of March 11 > 


8. Hartasp, Loutep —Creditors are required, on or before April 7, to send their names | 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to F. J. Frankau, 5, Crown | 


ct, Cheapside 








CRrDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Craim. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb. 12. 

Crassnaw, Witwi1am, Preston. Tripe Dresser. March 12. Cranshaw v Cranshaw, Regis- 

tear. Preston. Taylor, Preston 
Hevsos, Hexzr, Gloucester, Cork Cutter. March 15. 

z, Gloucester 

Licetroor, Daxter Wit 

foot, Kekewich, J. 
Moszs, Exus. Bournemouth, Hant«. 

Outer Temple, Strand 


Armes & Son vy Hudson, North, J. 
March 7. Curtis v Light- 


White 


tam, Bedford, Licensed Victualler. 
Tebbs, Bedford 


March 10. Aldridge v Brown, Chitty, J, 


London Gazette.—Feitpary, Feb. 19. 
Bisnorr, Janes, Bunhill row, Watch Manufacturer. March 15. Webb v Bishopp, 
J. Sy nerd & Son, Laurence Pountney lane, Cannon st 
Bovesuau. Pervexicn, Hereford, Solicitor. March 16. Gurney v Bodenham, Kekewich, 
J. Barlow & James, Lime st 
Crrses, Aiiz, Shaw, Crompton, Lancaster, Fruiterer. March 15. Clynes v Clynes, 
4 thester. Standring & Co, Rochdale ‘ 
Harcocn, Cuszizs, Goldings, Hertford, Gardener. March 15. 
North, J. Howlett, Maidstone 
Sratiswazsss, Joux Warietr, Southchurch, Exsex, Farmer. March 18. Stallibrass vy 
iriing, J. Gregson, Southend 


Rousseau v Haycock, 


‘ime 
Weavez, Bexsaxts, Lyncombe, Bath, Clerk in Holy Orders. April 20. Genge y Tucker, 
Chitty,J. Geare, Lincoln's inn field« 
London Gazette,—Teuravay, Feb. 2. 
March 17. Carter v Morris, 


Caxrex, Jons Hesev, Hanley rd, Hornsey rd, Printer. 
Chitty. J. Spiers, King #t, Cheapside 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Laer Day oF Cram. 

Tuesvay, Feb. 9. 

Bsxer, Astuosr, Newtoid Astbary, cw, Chester, Parmer Feb 27 


London Gastte, 
Sheldon, Congleton 
Baezett, Daviw, Kirkby Overtiow, Yorks, Yarmer Feb & Gilling, Harrogate and 


Baeru, Jonsz, Aleniivary, Weetm, Hunts, Baker March 12 Hunnybun & Sons, Hunt- 
m 
Beresos, Jous, Vor, Ericklayer March &% Crumbic, 
Beeer, Taonss, Workasy «0d Gaetidd, Common 
MatheS. 
Baccowres, Exszaertu Jaxx, Oitum, Bret May) 0 Donoghue & Anum, Bristol 
Commune, Peeoruucnx, Anchor Brewery, Chesca, Brewer March 41 


York 


brewer April 12 Hodgers & Co, 


lantear & Tanner, 

a tent Sarvs, « Vatham, Gent Maré Davidem & Barker, Jarrow and 

ABON, mary Jonnra, Winmingum, « Cheer, Ustate Agent Yet Trafford & 
Othe, Werttewh 


Croac, Ricnarp, Liskeard, Cornwall, Accountant Mar 12 Coad & Son, Liskeard ang 
Plymouth 
Copuey, Josern, Lincoln, Contractor Mar4 Tweed & Co, Lincoln 


Dotrnix, Tuomas Ricuarp, Consett, co Durham Mar15 Keenlyside & Co, Newcastle on 
Tyne ‘ 
Epmonstone-Moytcomenie, Huau, Gracechurch st May1 Beale & Co, Great George st, 


Westmins ; 

Fixpiater, Francis, Shanklin, I W,Gent Mar17 Buckell, Newport, I W 

Gress, Hannan, Warwick Mar 25 W & WC Hannay, Leamington 

Gorvon, How IsaBe.ia, Wilton ersnt, Belgrave sq Mar 31 Bircham & Co, Parliament 
st, Westminster ' : 

Hatsatt, Rosert, Burscough, Lanes, Gent March 14 Hill & Sons, Ormskirk 

Hemstey, Exizanetu Buaxe, Strood, Kent March5 Robinson, Strood 

Hew tert, Wi114M, Kelson st, Kilbura mse, Carpenter March 14 Parker, Liverpool st 

Honsox, Colonel Cuartes Wii11aMm, Cheltenham March 12 Armitage, New inn, Strand 


Hoace, ALEXANDER Dawson, Newmarket, Racing Stud Farmer March 25 Rogers, New- 
market 
Hyams, Mark, Aldgate, Fruiterer March 9 Ward & Co, Gracechurch st 
Keay, Georce, Stoke upon Tern, nr Market Drayton, Salop, Blacksmith March 25 
Minor, Market Drayton i oe F 
LAWRENCE, WiLL1am Epwarp, Bristol, Solicitor March 16 Lawrence & Williams, Bristol 
LieseRMann, Lupwie, Steglitz, nr Berlin, Germany March 17 Selim, Mincing lane 
Macieay, Rev Josern Henry, Chilfrome Rectory, nr Dorchester Mar31 O’Donoghue & 
Anson, Bristol 
MayseE.t, GrorcGe, Southport,Gent Mar2 Buck & Co, Southport 
Morea, Davin Rrxon, Carmarthen, Solicitor Mar 31 Walters, Carmarthen 
Pracu, Epwarp, Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer Mar5 Howes & Co, Northampton 
Pepper, Georce Secxet, Philadelphia, U.S.A. Mar13 Eastwood & Co, Lincoln’s inn 
Ricnarpsox, Wiii1am Epwarp, Birmingham, Solicitor Mar10 Frost, Birmingham 
RuccGe-Pricr, Sir AkTHur James, Ennismore grdns, Hyde Park, Bart Mar25 Kendall 
& Co, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn f : 
Sanpexs, Henry Woorres, Clifton, Bristol,Gent Mar 31 Beckingham & Co, Bristol 
Sartix, Epwarp, Brighton, Master of Workhouse Mar 25 Griffith & Co, Brighton 
Suaw, Ricuarp Rotiett, Birmingham March 10 Frost, Birmingham 
Smarr, Wittiam, Bridge st, Greenwich, Coal Merchant March 17 Howard & Shelton, 
Tower chmbrs, Moorgate, and Greenwich 
Switn, Wiiu1am, Shidfield, Droxford, co Southampton Marech14 F I & J C Warner, 
Bishop’s Waltham : ee ny: 
Somerset, Jonn, Milton, nr Pewsey, Wilts, Gent March 31 Merriman & Gwillim, 
Marlborough : 9 4s 
| Sumprioy, Exizapetu Tuomas, Yeovil, Somerset March1 Batten, Yeovil 
Sykes, Marcarer, Barton, Westmrid March 19 Stewart & Co, Wakefield 
Tuompson, Georce Henry, Darlington, co Durham, Carver Mar 31 Lucas & Co, Dar- 
lington - 
Torick, Er1za Jane, Rock Ferry, coChester Mar7 North & Co, Liverpool 
Waker, James, Burley in Wharfedale, Yorks, Innkeeper Marl Fawcett & Co, Otley 
and Leeds 
Watts, GzorGe, The Residences, South Kensington Museum, Esq Mar 25 Griffith & 
Co, Brighton 5 : : 
Wuitrarp, CHares Jouy, Selhurst, Surrey, Mercantile Clerk Mar 25 Simpson & Cul- 
lingford, Gracechurch st ~ ; 
| Witmor, Aveustus Hittier Earpiey, Upper Berkeley st, Portman sq, Esq March 1 
| HP & RE Bartley, Somerset st, Portman sq 
WirHEenincTox, CHARLES Hanineton, Sonning, Oxon, Miller 
Reading 





| 


v Feb 29 Blandy & Co, 
Woovrnorre, Mary Any, Carlton Colville, Suffolk Feb 25 Reeve & Mayhew, Lowestoft 
Younesers, Cuaries Gustavus, Liverpool, Esq Marché Dearsey & Co, Old Jewry 

| London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb 12. 

Acate, Witiiam, Lewisham, Kent March 8 Winter, Southampton bidgs, Chancery lane 





A.peipee, James, Frome, Somerset March 12 Ames, Frome 

| Axwy, Jons, Manor st, Clapham March 22 Smith & Gorringe, Furnival’s inn, Holborn 

Bacox, Wittiam Henry, Sheffield, Gent March 14 Bagshawe & Hall, Sheffield 

Brows, James, Oxford st, Whitechapel, Gent March 23 Harris & Chetham, Finsbury cir 

Casweiy, Georce, Gt Casterton, Rutland, Farmer March 25 Atter, Stamford 

Ciavey, Eowarp, Burton upon Trent, Civil Engineer March 1 J & W J Drewry, Burton 

Cook, ght Hvucues, Weatherby terrace, Redcliffe gardens, South Kensington 
March 12 Lickorish & Bellord, Queen Victoria st 

Crosstaxp, Georae Davin, Portsea, Hants, Hotel Keeper Mar 15 Blake & Co, Ports- 


mouth 

Epwarps, Rosrrr Densrong, Durham, Bank Manager Mar19 Jones & Co, Leeds 

Exrox, Cuances, Hardingstone, co Northampton, Licensed Victualler Aprill Dennis & 
Faulkner, Northampton ; 

Fesruam, Dasien, Caston, Norfolk, Farmer April 29 Sadd & Bacon, Norwich 

Foss, Wiittam, Prawle, Chivelstone, Devon, Farmer Feb 24 Hurrell, Kingsbridge 

Guiyvirus, Evwis Feeornicx, Wolverhampton, Gent March 25 Riley & Co, Wolver- 
hampton 

Hawussurtos, Avousts Lovisa Nevitie, Torquay March 25 Catterall, Preston 


Hay»es, Waiter, Leicester,Gent March1 Parsons & Co, Leicester 


Hazzevine, Samver, Aberdeen park, Highbury, Wholesale Grocer April 30 Woolley, 
Gt Winchester st 

Hewett, Susaxna Wuirnivor, Basset rd, North Kensington March 12 Turner, 
Leadenhall st 

Hiner, Samue., Rastrick, Yorks March 24 Ayrton, Brighouse . 

Jacxsos, Jous, Rochdale, formerly Licensed Victualler March 14 Molesworth & 
Cheetham, Rochdale 

Lees, Manx, Handsworth, Staffs, out of business March 21 Lane & Clutterbuck, Bir- 


mingham 

Lev any, Pesonnic« BRicuanps, Woolton Hall, nr Liverpool, Merchant April 9 
Co, Liverpool 

Mamuatr, Eowann Funounuicn, Ashby dela Zouch, Leics, Solicitor 
Co, Ashby de la Zouch 

Meacen, Wittisn Manauart, Bt Jamen’, Hotcham, New Cross, Shipwright March 10 
Vishers & Keece, Vanex wt, Strand 

Minenvur., Gronox, St Baviour’s rd, Brixton, retired Maltater March 26 Grundy & Co, 
(jueen Victoria at 

Parenson, Axxn, Chelston, Torquay March 26 Collier & Carver, Manchester 


Puanson, Many, Goole, Yorks Veh 24 Kveratt, Goole 


Hill & 
March 10 Smith & 





Pirnen, Faances, High Wycombe, Gucks March 2 Parker & Wilkins, High Wycombe 
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Psnry, CHArLes, D.D., Avenue-road, St. John’s Wood (formerly Bishop of Melbourne) 
March 11 Gedge & Co, Old Palace-yard, Westminster 

Preece, WiLL1AM, Ballingham, co Hereford March 14 Corner & Corner, Hereford 

Roserts, Saran Any, Lincoln July 1 Saunders & Co, Wath-upon-Dearne, nr Rotherham 


keard and 








pw 
Castle on Rocers, Fiercner, Aigburth, nr Liverpool March 16 Avison & Co, Liverpool 
George st, Rorne, Lieut.-Col. Lorenzo, Leamington March 10 Bannatyne & Co, Glasgow 
Rusu, Exaa, Wimbledon pk, Surrey March 23 Thompson & Light, New inn, Strand 
Satuon, Oscar, Summerhill rd, Tottenham, Gent Feb 29 Robins, Pancraslane, Queen st 
Parli Swart, WittrAM, Bri st, Greenwich, Coal Merchant March17 Howard & Shelton, 
vament Tower chmbrs, Moorgate, and Greenwich 
Sur, Hersert CHAMBERLAYNE, Half Moon st, Picadilly, Major, retired, in H M Army 
March 31 Coe, Hart st Bloomsbury sq 
Surrn, Witt1am Epwarp, Ashby de la Zouch, Leics, Solicitor March 10 Smith & Co, 
Verpool st Ashby de la Zouch 
in, Strand SranspurY, Evizanetu, Montpelier, Bristol March 15 Strickland, Bristol 
ers, New. SrepHenson, Tuomas, Guildford, Surrey, Gent March 25 Potter & Co, King st, Cheap- 
i side 
Srvart, CATHERINE, Harley st March 25 Prior & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
March 25 Warpett, Puwse, Sussex place, Regent’s Park March7 Filadgates, Craig’s court, 
s, Bri Charing Cross 
ae Warr, Gertrupe, Bishop Burton, Yorks March 23 Crust & Co, Beverley 
noe West, Witiiam, Coll st, Camden Town, Gent March 20 Holcombe & Banks, Gt 
oghue & James st, Bedford row 
Weston, Cuariorre, Evering rd, Hackney March 25 Futvoye & Co, John st, Bed- 
ford row 
Wuite, Puese, Balsall Heath, Wores March 31 Tyler, Birmingham 
— ton Wu, Gzorce Evans, Harting, Sussex, Grocer March 17 Soames & Caparn, Petersfield 
Sinn Wiuiams, Mary, Llanddona, Anglesey March1 Glynne & Co, Bangor 
ss Witt1ams, Owen Luoyp, East Molesey, Surrey, Esq March 12 King & Burrell, King st 
endall 
istol London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 16. 
ea Actos, Marrua, formerly of Acton Mari4 Schultz & Son, South sq, Gray’s inn 
Appisox, Henry, Wigan, Mechanic Feb 29 Wilson, Wigan 
helto Autey, Emma, Monks Risborough, Bucks Mar16 Horwood & James, Aylesbury 
™ Auten, Jaxe, Ormskirk Feb 29 Parr & Co, Ormskirk 
‘arner, Ansitt, ELEavor, Virginia Water, Berks Mar12 Mason & Edwards, Lincoln’s inn 
villim Avery, Axne Jane, Worcester Mar 25 Foster & Kendrick, Birmingham 
J 
Baines, Henry Joun, Stockbridge, co Southampton, Gent Mar 17 Tylee & Mortimer, 
Romsey, Hampshire 
Barratt, Tuomas, Clifton villas, Warwick rd, Paddington, Gent Mar 12 Farrar & Farrar, 
Dar- erdrobe pl, Doctor’s Commons 
Beat, Dantet, Crimchard, Chard, Somerset, Farmer Mar 5 Clark & Lukin, Chard 
Bow.ry, Grorer, Long lane, nr Newbury, Berks, Farmer March 31 Flint & Huntley, 
Otley 79, Northbrook st, Newbury 
ith & Brapsuaw, ‘THomas Lea, Liverpool, Gent March 19 Jones, Kitchenham, & Butcher, 
uive 1 
Cul- Buttock, ANNIE Frances, Derby March 17 Powell, Derby 
Cuarxe, Joux, High Wycombe, Bucks, Farmer March 25 Parker & Wilkins, High 
ch 1 yeombe 
Cieac, Josern, Southport, retired Tailor March 12 Hirst, Southport 
Co, Dark, Saran, Elcho st, Leeds April 1 Dawson & Chapman, Leeds 
toft Drummonp, Cuartorte Mary, Burnham, Somerset March 20 Board, Burnham 
Epwarpes, Tuomas Luoyp, Lampeter, co Cardigan, Solicitor March 25 Kennedy, 
Hughes, & Kennedy, Ulement's inn, Strand 
Firzerraup, Frances Maritpa Penrose, Norfolk sq, Hyde park March 31 Baker & 
ane 0, Lincoln’s inn fields 
ice, Emity, Wimbledon, Surrey March 26 Tillet, Norwich 
wid Gitxs, Cuarues Henry, Oaktiel!rd, Anerley March 14 Jacobs & Weldon, St Helen’s pl 
Greex, Hannan, Marple, co Chester March 14 Grundey, Stockport 
; Geren, som Gloucester, Pensioner of H M Army March 1 Champney & Long’ 
cir ou 
Harris, Joun, Kilburn sq, Kilburn, Gent March 81 McMillan, Bloomsbury sq 
on Hear, Josrru, Rochdale, Solicitor March 81 Addleshaw & Warburton, Manchester 


Joxes, Joun Viranx, Bournemouth March 25 Barlow & James, Lime st 
Lirttr, Henry, Doynton, Glos, Farmer Gill & Bush, Bath 


Lows, Frepenicx James, Temple grdns, Temple, Barrister at Law Mar 21 Finch & 
Turner, Cannon st 


" Mayset., Grorax, Southport, Gent Mar2 Buck & Co, Southport 
Moopy, Henny, Bath, Jeweller Mar 28 Gill & Bush, Bath 
Mountrorr, E.xanor, Gt Everdon, co Northampton Mar 25 Burton & Willoughby, 
Javentry 
. Murray, Saran, Penrith, Cumbrid Mar 23 
Nicnous, A.exanvex, Manor pl, Walworth, vetired Jeweller Mar 2s Sydney, Renfrew 


rd, Lam 

Park, Jou, Selside, Westmrid, Farmer Mar 26 Bolton & Bolton, Kendal 

Poweut, Epwarp, Tournay rd, Walham Green, Fruiterer Aprt Laundy & Co, Angyll 
chmbrs, Strand 

Prouproot, Artuur, John st, Bedford row, Solicitor March 31 Cooke, Colman st 


Arnison & Co, Penrith 


Porsey, Groraiana Jane, Porchester rd, Westbourne pk March 12 Fishers & Reece, 
Kissex st, Stran 

Recxixss, Euiza, Sheffield April 90 Burdekin & Co, Sheffield 

Rivsvii., Henry, Balsall Heath, Wores, Gent March 31 Tyler, Birmingham 

Roverrs, Mancanert, Corwen, co Merioneth March 29 John, Corwen 

avenvenre, Jase Witttam, Kelbrook, Yorks, Farmer March 10 Backhouse & Procter, 

oy 

Bavens, Eainy, Drayton Groen rd, Kaling March 31 Chapple & Co, Carter lane 

Siare, Suaw, Halifax, Licensed Victualler March 31 Jubb & Co, Halifax 

moans, Dovarse, Deventer, i » Northampton, Clork in Holy Orders March 14 

Staten, Evizanera Boyp, Southport March 20 Buck & Co, Southport 







Soames & 






i Hinge, hime ct, Old Broad st, Soskbeober March 25 Davidson & Morris, 
een 
Srarx, Toomas Greic, Manchester, Calico Printer June1 Watson, Bury 

Swarsrick, Evtex, Wigan Feb 29 Wilson, Wigan 

Tuornitey, Gzorce Hexry, New Mills, co Derby, Draper Marchi4 Grundy, Stockport 
Trait, Orrv1a Durr, Royal crsnt, Notting hill March 10 Lydall, John st, Bedford row 
Wane, Sane, Dudley villas, Clova rd, Forest Gate March 15 Sweetland & Greenhill, 


‘enchurch st 
Wane, Hewyry Hanris, Loudoun rd, St John’s Wood March 14 Parrott, Reighton rd, 


Wana Howarp same Kokhine, nr Rangoon, Burmah, Accountant March 25 
risto! 


WI1soy, ng mg Kendal March1 Moser & Sons, Kendal 

Wooptey, Exiza Srsetta, Redland, Bristol March 31 O’Donoghue & Anson, Bristol 

Wyatt, Joszrn, Turnpike lane, Hornsey, Greengrocer March 12 Salmon, Finsbury 
—— London Gazette.—Faipay, Feb. 19. 

Asuwortn, Acicra Saran, Canonbury Park North March 20 Lee & Pembertons, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Avckianp, Hrxps, Marton, Lines, Farmer April 30 Mee & Co, Retford 

Avtt, Cuar.es, Derby, Maltster April17 J. & W.H. Sale, Derby 

Bece, Huan, Caerphilly, Glam, Mining Engineer March 19 Morgan, Cardiff 

Benttey, Trorny, Bracknell, Berks, Esq March31 Hinde, Milne, & Bury, Manchester 

—~ Georce Tomutxson, Irton, nr Seamer, Yorks, Farmer March 19 Watts & 


itching, Scarborough 
BisHop, be ee Brightlingsea, Essex, Bootmaker Feb 27 Mrs Elizabeth Bishop, 


Bonn, Josern, -, am Innkeeper March 26 Palmer, Doncaster 

Brassey, co Arruvr, Preston Hall, Kent, Esg March 31 Norton, Rose, Norton, & 
Co, V Victoria st, Westminster 

Brookes, Ricnarp, Gloucester, Gent March 25 Mitchell & Sons, Stroud 

Burcunett, Wit.1aM, Holbeach Drove, Lines, Farmer April6 Sturton, Holbeach 

Burcess, James, Lyneham, Wilts, Cordwainer April2 Nalder, Shepton Mallet 

Bureess, Jouy, Air st, Regent st, Tailor April 30 Vernon & Co, Coleman st 

Cocxrem, GreorGe, Ashlei se Tamerton Foliott, Devon, Yeoman March 19 


Woollecombe & Son, Plymouth 
Cottyer, Emma, Heigham Hall, Norwich March14 Lawton & Co, Eye, Suffolk 


Craven, Jonas, Manningham, Bradford, Gent March 31 Douthwaite & Co, Bradford 
Cummine, Duncan, Conduit st, Tailor March 25 Gery, Vere st 

Dani, Fariatta, Manchester, Merchant April1 Addleshaw & Warburton, Manchester 
na, Marcarer Ayvyeg, Piercehay, Wrington, Somerset Aprill Wood, Wrington, 


PEK... DE Henry, Wrington, Somerset, Esq Mar 31 Wilson, Bath 

Davipsox, Georce, Newcastle on Tyne, Commission Agent Mar3 Gibson, Newcastle on 
umene, Tis Pavan, Beningbrough Hall, Yorks Mar31 Russell & Mackay, York 
Dicxersoy, Jonn, Sutton Bridge, Lines, Farm Bailiff Apré Sturton, Holbeach 

Dixox, Eurty Jaye, Chipping Sodbury, Glos Marl9 Trenfield, Chipping Sodbury 
Exutsox, Epwarp Kiyo, Chester Apri0 Eleanor Ellison, 18, Eaton ni, Chester 

Farr, Hexry, Maindee, Newport, Mon, Solicitor Mar31 Wade, Newport, Mon 
Frsuer, Eviza Any, St Aubyn’s rd, Upper Norwood March 31 Foster, Nicholas lane 


Gass, Frepverick Epwarp, Stann Creek, British Honduras, District Magistrate April 6 
Rooke & Sons, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Senne, Etapto More.io, Gibraltar, Consul for Brazil March 31 Budd & Co, Austin 


GossELin, -o HARLOTTE, Bengeo Hall, Herts March 12 Hunters & Haynes, New sj, 
Lincoln's inn 

GosseLiy, Mary, Bengeo Hall, Herts March 12 Hunters & Haynes, New sq, Lincoln's 
ee Weynovrn, Newlyn, Paul, Cornwall Feb25 Dale, Penzance 
Horner, Joux, Lewes, Sussex, Tailor March f Lewis& Holman, Lewes 

Hovunse.t, Epwaarp, Furnival inn, Solicitor March 31 Martelli, Staple inn 

Jacoss, Saran, Mile Endrd March 25 Mason, Eldon st, Finsbury 

Ketsaut, Heyry, Rochdale, Esq March 31 Jackson & Co, Rochdale 


Leaum, Eowarp Wersron, Aldrington, Portslade, nr Brighton, Gent April 1 Brook, 
Clement's lane, Lombard st ae 

Levi, Isnart Morats, Oxford, Jeweller April 16 Robinson, Oxford 

Macraacarr, Writram, Leadenhall st, East India Merchant March 31 Druces & 


Attlee, Billiter square 

MeGvery, Evizansrn, Creek rd, Deptford March 19 Lockyer, New Cross ni 

Meek, Cuan torre, Godstone, Surrey March 31 Budd & Co, Austintriars 

Micuxuwors, Wittiam, Plymouth, Gent April 1 Wolferstan, Plymouth 

Parsons, Wituiam, Montpelier Vale, Blackheath, Butcher March 35 Myers, South sy. 


Gray's inn 
Pexervan, Josern, Newton, Chester March 21 Rressey, Chester 


Puryam, Joun Muuuiwer, Inner Temple, Barrister at law March 31 

Bedford row 

Pussy, Hewry Laxspows, High st, st, Poplar, Licensed Victualler March 31 HJ&T 

Child, Paul's Bakehouse court, Doctor's Commons 

Ravenurmt, Crartes, Streatham hill, Surrey March 25 Snow, Snow, & Fox, Great 

St Thomas Apostle, Cannon st 

Rerp, Jaxe Hiears, St George's avenue, Tufnell pk March 12 Watney, Tiearnd, & 

Freeman, Lombard court 

Rew, Joux Hreains, St Geeege'e avenue, Tufnell pk March 12 Watney, Tilleard, & 
Freeman, Lombard cow 

Sa wey, Brasuva, Drieafald, © oo Hereford, Bsqg March 1f Marston & Sons, Ladiow 

Suxrexnson, Tuomas, Mfracombe, Gent March 26 Neale Bros, Wfracombe and Bristal 

Sarr, WiittanM So.owox, Warwick st, Pimlico, Surveyor March 16 Hopgood:& Dowson, 


Whitehall pl 
Srnixerrr, Bua, Selscombe, Sussex Mar 2t Cripps & San, Tunbridge Wells 


Srockey, Wriiiam, Onslow ert, South Kensington, Bsg Maral Child & Norton, 


joane at 
Srurcu, Caruenine, Sidoey rl, Homerton Mar 2) Hatohett— Jones & Oo, Mark lane 
Susans, Jour, Gillingham, Dorset Mari9 Dibben, Wimborne and Blandford 


Tove, Wiiam Joun, Chevening, Kent Mar ié Knooker & Oo, Sevenoaks 


Collison & Co 
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Town, Georce, Deal, Kent, ChimneySweep March 25 Brown & Brown, Deal 

Warp, Exiza, Winthorpe, Notts March 31 Newbald & Co, Newark upon Trent 

Wriuiamsox, Grorcr, North terrace, Fairlawn pk, oe Vault Keeper April 2 
Badham & W: 


illiams, Salter’s hail court, Cannon st 


Witsox, Mary Curistease, Louth, Lincs April 1 Falkner, Louth 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Tuespay, Feb. 23. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Armstrone, Cuartes Apam, Presteigne, Herefordshire, 
Accountant Leominster Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 
Bavckunam, Roseart, the elder, and Rosert Bavcxnam, the 


younger, Great ee Shipbuilders Great ( irimsby 
Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 1 

Bray, Jou, late of Great Marlow, Bucks, Carrier Ayles- 
bury Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 


Brume.y, Buriixeton, Bradford. Concert Hall Proprietor 
Bradford Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 18 

Burcess, Susan Forp, Westbury-on-Trym, Glos, Saddler 
Bristol Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Butter, Rosert, Canterbury, Hairdresser 
Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

Carrer, Wit.iam, Arkengarthdale, Yorks, Farmer North- 
allerton Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

Cotiyer, Cuartes Epwarps, Horace Vyse Tuirke.t, and 
Epwarp ALEXANDER Bett, Fenchurch street, Produce 
Brokers High Court Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

Cotyer, ALLEN, Witham, Essex, Watchmaker Chelmsford 
Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 

Crowtuer, Georce Henry, en, Yorks, 
B Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 1 


Canterbury 


Painter 


Davies, Daxter Curistmas, Dowlais, Glam, late Grocer 
Merth 5 Ord Feb 18 

Davies, Davin, 5 Coachbuilder Shrewsbury 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 1 

_— genes Leek, Staffs, "Farmer Macclesfield Pet Feb 

Ord Feb 18 

OWA. Ai Aveustvs Georce, Easttourne, Surveyor 

Eastbourne Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 


DexsinG, Ernest, Tiverton, Devon, Innkeeper Exeter 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 17 

Fivoz, Emmaxvet, Rock, Worcs, a Keeper Kid- 
derminster Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 

Fioyp, Aryo.p, Old Broad st, ptt all Merchant High 
Court Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 19 


Grassy, Joux Grorcr, Salford, Tailor Salford Pet Feb 


19 Ord Feb 19 

Hastiey, Grorce, Glengall rd, Old Kent rd, Boot Dealer 
High ‘Court Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Heap, Ausert, Eastbourne, Baker Eastbourne Pet Feb 
19 Ord Feb 19 


Herrer, Cuaries, Cambridge, Hardware Dealer Cam- 
bridge Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

Hiescurietp, Henry, Upper Bedford place, Movmsbury 
square h Court Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 1 

Hiescurieip, Neue E, Upper ord place, Diametenr 
square, Spinster High Court Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 18 

Hoses, Hewsry, Ricnarp, Derwent ove, East Dulwich, 
Warehouseman’s Manager High Court Pet Jan 21 


Ord Feb 19 
Hopees, Ricuarp Davies, Lower rd, Rotherhithe, Dairy- 
High Court Ord Feb19 Pet Feb 19 


High Holborn, Music Hall Pro- 


man 
HouiixesHeap, Jou, 
etor igh Co Pet Dec 28 Ord Feb 19 


Ho.uister, 1LL1aM Hewery, and Josern CuHapwick, 
Pp , Staffs, Brewers Birmingham Pet Feb 20 
Ord Feb 20 


Joxses, Davip Exocu, Lampeter, we oe Leather 


Cutter Carmarthen Pet Feb 17 Ord F 

Joszs, Ricnarp, Lianilar, A A Fg an 
A Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Jowett, Wittiam Duckworth, Burnley, Furniture Broker 
B Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Kiesy, Hareret, Bury St Edmunds, Baker Bury St 
Edmunds Pet Jan 22 Ord Feb 20 

Lucoqut, Joux, Twyford, Berks, Wholesale Tobacconist 

Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 
Maynew, Inewxvs, East Molesey, Surrey, Advertisement | 
wasser Kingston Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

Mies, Jons. Bedford, Sub-Contrator Bedford Pet Feb | 

18 Ord Feb 18 | 


O.tver, Frepenicx Feraxcis, Brighton, Upholsterer 
Brighton Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 
OxcuanD, Tuomas, Tondu, nr Bridgend, Glam, Postmaster 
Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 
Pazxer, James Croven, Sewerby, 
Keeper Scarborough 
Feb 19 


Parsoxace, Faepericx, and Cuartys Frepenicx Par- 

Wen, Salop, Plumbers Shrewsbury Pet Feb | | 
19 Ord Feb 19 

Pixz, Harry, Basingstoke, 

r = gl 10 = gg 

OPE, 11a Trist, Paignton, Devon, late Lodgin 
House Keeper East Stonchouse Pet Feb 19 Ord 
Feb 19 

Pegstox. Atreep Piven, Southsea, Grocer Portsmouth 
Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Ratriz, Joux, Rochester row, Westminster, Manager to 
Licensed Victualler High Court Pet Feb 20° Ord 

p 
Bicnarps, Hexry Janes, Scarborough, Fruiterer Scar- 
Pet Feb 1 - Feb 18 

Resert, Roerer Joux, Brackley, Northamptonshire, 

Auctioneer bu Pet Feb 1s Ord Feb 18 

Rvesett, Joux, and Bexsauix Reuseews, Birmingham, 
Printers ham Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 19 

iteon, Devon, Solicitor Exeter Pet 

16 


Bridlington, Yorks, 
Pet Feb 19 Ord 


Hants, Builder Winchester 


Seance, Jauns, © 

‘eb Ord Feb 

Statex, Atrzep, Burton on Trent, M = for a Grocer | 
om Trent Pet Feb 19 Ord Fe 

Surrn, Maxy Hamitrox, North Shields, ‘ate Licensed | 

Vietnaller Neweastle on Tyne Pet Feb 20 Ord 





’ 











Spraxes, Cuartes, Doncaster, Builder Sheffield Pet Feb | 
19 Ord Feb 19 

Westsy, Epwrx, Leicester, Hairdresser Leicester Pet | 
Feb 9 Ord Feb 20 


Wuire, Tuomas, Chalford, Aston movant, Oxon, Farmer | 
Aylesbury Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 1 

Westin, w. late Gt Marlborough Ag Bookmaker High | 
Court Pet Jan19 Ord Feb 18 

Wirtrams, Wiiiram, Colwyn Bay, Denbighshire, Carter | 
Bangor Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 | 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- | 
lished in the London Gazette, Feb 12 :— 


Suriru, Ricnarp Cospen, Gainsborough, Hotel Keeper 
Lincoln Pet Jan2i Ord Feb8 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Barr, James, Nottingham, Coffee Tavern Proprietor March 
1at3.30 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham | 

Bearp, Water Wituiam, Horsley, Nailsworth, Glos, | 
Stick Manufacturer Marchiat3 Off Rec, 15, King st, | 
Gloucester 

Benzoy, Ervest, Regent ‘st, Gent March 8 at 12 Bank- | 
ruptey bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

Brown, Henry, Nottingham, late Brush Maker March 1 
at12 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk. Nottingham 

Brumet., Burtineton, Bradford, Concert Hall Proprietor | 
March 3at11 Off Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradfo 

Brray, Frank J, Drape — gdns, Stockbroker’s Clerk | 

March 8 at 11 pe = sand ol bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

Capper, Tuomas, Northwich, Auctioneer March 7 
Angel Hotel, Northwich 

CARNE, “Wituiam WALTER, Great Stanmore, of no occupation | 
March 1 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple | 
avenue 

Cartweicut, Avsrey Wii1iaAmM, Kingston upon Hull, | 
Brewer’s Agent March3ati11 Off Rec, Trinity House 
lane, Hull 

Curistmas. Rees, late of Shuto, Glam, Grocer March?2 | 
at12 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfi | 

CoLLyerR, CHARLES Epwarps, Wenac gE Vyse TuirK&LL, and | 
Epwarp ALEXANDER Bei, Fenchurch st, Produce 
Brokers March 4 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s | 
inn 

Crooks, Wiitr1am, Alfreton, Derbyshire, Builder March 2 | | 
at 12.30 Off Rec Offices, St James’s chmbrs, Derby 

CrowTHuer, Georce Henry, Cleckheaton, Yorks, Panter 
March 3 at 11.30 Off Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Davies, Davin, Shrewsbury, Coachbuilder March 2 at 11 | 
Off Rec, Talbot chmbrs, Shrewsbury } 

Day, Joseru, Leek, Staffs, Farmer March 1 at 11.30 Off | 
Rec 23, King Edward st, Macclesfield 

Denyinc, Ernest, Tiverton, Devon, Innkeeper March 2 
at3 Castle, Exeter | 

Drake, F G, Campbell rd, Twickenham, Builder March 3 | 
at3 Off Rec, TD, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

FLEMING, JAMES, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler March 3 at | 
3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Froyp, Aryoup, late Old Broad st, Australian Merchant 
March 1 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

Fopex, JosEpn, Openshaw, nr Manchester, Baker March 
lat3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Gee, Ferorrick James, Walsall, Wholesale Bridle Cutter 
March 3 at 11.15 Off Rec, Walsall 


at 12 | 


Gittvs, Epwis, Stoke Works, nr Bro ve, Worcs, 
Timber Merchant March 4 at 10.30 Off Rec, Wor- | 
cester 


Greey, Arruve Tuurstoy, Coleshill, Warwickshire, Grocer | 
March 2at11 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Greexwoop, Cuaries Henry, Leeds, Wood Turner March 
2at11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Grossmans, Juxivs, 8t Paul’s rd, Highbury, Furrier | 
March 2at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

Harr, Watrer Fry, Brighton, Pork Butcher March 2 at 
12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 

Herrer, Cuarvces, Cambri ardware Dealer March 4 | 
at12 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge | 

Hotiaxp, Artuur James, Clerkenwell “Tea Merchant | 

ch 4 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

Howarp, Georce Wiiiiam Frepericx, New Cross rd, 
Deptford, Hay Dealer Marchiati11 24, Railwayapp, | 
London Bridge 

Huster, Avexaxper Epw pam Great Eastern Hotel, Liver- 
pool st, Comme: Traveller March 2 at 1 nk- 
ruptey bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

Jackson, Natuay, Dewsbury, Stationer 

Off Rec, Bank ‘chmbrs, Batley 
JEFFERIES, 


March 1 at 10.30 


’WILLiam James, Barry Dock, Glam, Builder 
rch lat 3 29, Queen st, Cardiff | 
ae Josern, Bradley grn, Staffs, Butcher March 1 at 11 | 


ff Rec, 23, King Edward st, Macclesfield 
pe... Davip Dowlais, Innkeeper March 1 at 12 Off Ree, 
Merthyr ‘Tyd 


Lacey, Win.1aM PER Brockley, Kent, House Agent | 
March 1 at 12 24, Railway —. London Bridge 

Lewis, Davip, Neath, Glam, enter March 8 at 12 
Off Ree, 97, Oxford st, Sees | 

Lewortny, Wiiziam Hewry, Tamerton Foliott, Devon, 
Licensed Victualler March 4 at 11 10, Atheneum 
ter, Plymouth 

LosepaLe, Atrnep, Kingston upon Hull, Builder March 3 
at 11.4 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 

Mitiersuir, Ricuany, and Jouxn Makinson, Walton, Lancs, | 
Coal Merchants March 3 at 2.30 Off Ree, 36, Victoria 
st, Liverpool | 

Parmer, Jous Ricnanns, Swansea, Wine Merchant March 
1 at rd Bankruptcy bldngs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s | 
inn fields 


| Woop, James, Louth, . Simon, Solicitor April1 Falkner, Louth 
Woouuams, Exizasetu, Avenue rd, Regent’s pk March 16 Dunster & Chapmm 
Henrietta st. vendish é 


Wea Heser, Cusworth Hall, Yorks, Esq March 25 Bowlings & Co, Essex st, 
Stran 


| Day, Semen, Leek, 8 


| Frvoz, Emmanvet, Rock, 


Min - — Bedford, Sub-Contractor 


| Parker, Janus Croven, Sewerby, 


| PARSONAGE, egg and CHARLES FREDERICK Py. 
SoNAGE, Wem, Salop, Plumbers 8 at 4 Of 
Rec, Talbot chmbers, Shrewsbury 

Presse, aes Mersham, Kent, Farmer March 11 a 
9.30 Off Rec, 5, Castle st, Canterb 

a J Jogzra, Bournemouth, ‘Tobacconist March 2 at 2.3 

Ree, Salisb’ 
Saanuinon Tuomas, a oe passage, Mile End rd, Cab 
etor March 3 at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln's 

ag 


| SeeLey, GeorcE Henry, Llangollen, Denbighshire, Jeweller 
March 2 at 2.30 Off Rec, Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

Simkin, Epw1n WELLINGTON, Birmingham, Draper March 
3at11 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Srupsoyx, Joun Tuomas, Newcastle on Tyne, Builder March 
2 at 2.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

Surrn, Henry, Hutton Rudb rg Yarm, Yorks, retired Boot 
Dealer March 2at3 Off Rec, Middlesborough 

= Gaustus W, late Love lane March 3 at 2 
itey bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

Strong, oe a ae nr Clay Cross, Derbyshire, Beer 
Retailer March 3 at 10.45 Angel Hotel, Chesterfield 

Tomuins, JOHN, 


Ne Mon, Saddler March 2 at 12 
Gloucester hey B, Ne rt, Mon 


| Wane, WILu14M, mg ed 8t Michael, Somerset, Farmer 
March 2 at 3 Off Rec, Salisbury 

| WHEELER, Tuomas, Kingston, ow, Stone Merchant 
March 2 at 11.30 24, Railway approach, London Bridge 

| Witsoyn, eo 19 Laxrox, Ramsgate, Smackowner March 
ll at 9 5, Castle st, Canterbury 

| Zirv, Apa, lean Beater i in Smallwares March 2 at 12 Of 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Anas, Anrruur Georce Pgap, Wormwood st, Merchant 
High Court Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 18 

Aeimieen Sam, Todmorden, Contractor Burnley Pet 
Feb 13 Ord Feb 18 

Bavckuam, Rosert, the elder, and Ropert Bavckuau, 
the younger, Gt Grimsby, Ship Builders Gt Grimsby 
Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 

Boxatt, Artruur, Reading, Merchant’s Clerk Reading 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 19 

BrovcHatt, Tuomas, Birmingham, Brewer Birmingham 
Pet Jani2 Pet Feb 20 

Butter, Ropert, Canterbury, Hairdresser 
Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 19 

Catvert, Epwarp Beynerr, Crown Office row, Temple, 
Barrister at Law High Court Pet Jan 15 On 
Feb 18 

Capper, Tuomas, Northwich, red Nantwich and 
Crewe Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 

CARTWRIGHT, AUBREY Witten, Kingston upon Hull, 
Sones Agee Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan8 Ord 


Feb 1 

CoLyeEr, , Witham, Essex, Watch Maker Chelmsford 
Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 

Craven, Toomas, Blackburn, Builder Blackburn Pet Jan 
22 Ord Feb 15 

Crowrner, George Henry, Seite, Yorks, Painter 

radford Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 

Davis, ALFRED W1..1AM, Beer lane, Great Tower st, Printer 

High Court Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 


SrepPHENs, 


Canterbury 


Court Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 
taffs, Farmer Macclesfield Pet Feb 


| Davis, Pui.ir Jou, Earl’s Court oat Kensington, Moulder 
High 


17 Ord Feb 20 


| DenninG, Ernest, ee, Devon, Innkeeper Exeter 


Pet Feb 15 Ord Fi 
Farrevi, Wii11am, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester, Beer 
Retailer Manchester Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 18 
Worcs, Beerhouse Keeper Kidder- 
minster Pet Feb 17 Ord 


eb 1 
| GotprHorre, Henry, Shelley, nr Huddersfield, Innkeeper 


Huddersfield Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 
Grassy, Joun Grorce, Salford, Tailor * galford Pet Feb 
19 Ord Feb 20 
Hameriper, WIitiiam, 
Swindon Pet Jan29 Ord Feb 19 

| Herren, Cuarces, Cambri Hardware Dealer 
bridge Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 19 

Hopees, Ricuarp Davixs, Lower rd, Soienae, Dairy- 
man High Court Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 20 

Joxxs, Davin Enocu, Lampeter, Cardi; tant Leather 
Cutter Carmarthen Pet Feb 17 On. Feb 17 

Jonzes, Ricnarp, r, Cardiganshire, 
Aberystwith Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 


New Swindon, Wilts, Draper 


Cam- 


Labourer 


| Leicester, Purr, Rhudheath Lordshi ip, nr Northwich, 
re 


Brick Manufacturer Nantwich and we Pet Febé 
Ord Feb 18 
Mavyuezw, [nex xvus, East Molesey, Surrey, Advertisement 
Canvasser Kingston Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 
= 1S Bedford Pet Feb 
eb 18 


Miron &.. Ly 4 1 Throgm@rton avenue, Stock Dealer 
High Court Pet Jan 22 Ord Feb 20 

Orcuanp, Tuomas, Tondu, nr Bridgend, Glam, Postmaster 
Cardiff Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 

Bridlington, Yorks. 

eons Keeper Scarborough Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 

nae. ae Frepenick, and Cnarius Frenentcx Parsox- 
AGK, Wem, Balop, Plumbers Shrewsbury Pet Feb 19 
Ord Feb 19 

Porr, Amxia Taist, Paignton, Devon, late Lodging house 
Keeper Kast Stonehouse Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

Porren, Eomunv, and Joun Lewis, Kidderminster, Cone 
Manufacturers Kidderminster Pet Jan 14 «Ord eb 
17 
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POWELL», et —-, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet 
Feb 13 Ord Feb 

PrestoN, ALFRED om, Southsea, Grocer Portsmouth 
Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

RATTLE, ~ Rochester row, Westminster, Manager to a 
Licensed V Victualler High Court Pet Feb 20 Ord 
Feb 20 

Ricuanps, Henry James, 5 Fruiterer Scar- 
borough Pet Feb18 Ord Fi 

RussEL, eur Joun, Reoshiey, ‘Northamptonshire, Auc- 
tioneer Banbury’ Pet Feb 18 Ord Fe 

Russert, Jonx, and Bensamrn Russet, ainghem, 
Printers Birmingham Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 19 

StaTeR, ALFRED, Burton on Trent, Manager for Grocer 
Burton on Trent Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Gurr, Mary Hamittonx, North Shields, late Licensed 

ictualler Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb20 Ord Feb 20 

hag Cxuar.es, Doncaster, Builder Sheffield Pet Feb 
19 Ord Feb 19 

TomiinsoN, Frank Loras, pron, Salt Merchant Preston 
Pet Jani4 Ord Feb 1 

Witiiams, WIvwtaM, Colwyn =~, Denbighshire, Carter 

r Pet Feb17 Ord | Feb 1 

Wiusox, Avsert Epwarp, Dine, Essex, Pavement 

Contractor Chelmsford Pet Jani9 Ord Feb 19 


London Gazette.—Frivay, Feb. 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Apams, SamvuEL, Walsall, Saddler Walsall Pet Feb 8 Ord 
Fel 


b 22 
Bark, I Ewen, papuhous bldgs, Journalist High Court 
Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 2 
Bettows, Esenezer ll Rn, Leicester, Printer Leicester 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 
Bisoop, Artuur Jonny, Hereford, ° aeumed Victualler 
Hereford Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 2 
CHADWICK, foeree, Leeds, Iron Merchant Leeds Pet 
Feb 7 rd Feb 24 
Catv, W ne Worship st, ae Manufacturer High 
Court Pet Jan 23 Ord Feb 
Curt, Joun, Eastleigh, Hants, Coal Agent Southampton 
Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 23 
Davis, Gzorce, Coleman st, Solicitor High Court Pet Feb 
2’ Ord Feb 23 
Davis, Georce Puiuip, Easthoathly, Sussex, Miller Lewes 
and Eastbourne Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 
Dean, Henry, Queen’s rd, Dalston, Boot Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
De Latour, F, Chapel Vaults, Gower st, Wine Merchant 
High Court Pet k Febi1 Ord Feb 23 
Dounx, Cuarues, the younger, —" Staffs, Builder 
Burslem Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 
E.uis, AktuuR, Writtle, Essex, _ +l Chelmsford Pet 
Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 
EyeLaxp, Wi111am, Barwell, Leics, Shoe Manufacturer’s 
Manager Leicester Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 
Fiaypers, Witiiam Smita, Barnsley, Common Brewer 
Barnsley Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
Gai, WiiL1AM Dennison, Gt Sheffield, Cambs, Sack Maker 
Cambridge Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 
Gisps, DanteL, Hastings, Licensed Victualler Hastings 
Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 22 
Gitcurist, CampsE.., Fortess rd, Kentish Town, Surgeon 
High Court Ord Feb 20 
‘Granam, WiLL1AM GiiEs, Ashford, a, Licensed Victualler 
Canterbury Pet Feb 22 Feb 22 
Groom, CHarLEes Symonps, Norwich, Grocer Norwich Pet 
ma Feb 24 ~~ Feb — » coi , 
ZELHURST, SAMUEL, Liverpool, Clothier Liver Pet 
Feb 22 Ord Feb 23 att 
Hou3ecne, Georcr, the younger, Hay Mills, Yardley, 
ores, Provision Dealer Birmingham Pet Feb 22 
Pet Feb 22 
Howson, Greorce, Leeds, Seller of Goods on Commission 
Leeds Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
Jouxson, Wittiam James, Deptford, Kent, Confectioner 
Greenwich Pet Feb 15 Feb 15 
Lever, Asutoy, Bayley st, Tottenham Court oak Late Club 
rietor High ‘Court Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 22 
Levin, Josern Sopavs, po st, Printer High Court 
Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 2 


Luscuer, F W, late - + st, Merchant High 
Court Pet Jan7 Ord Feb 22 
McKay, Rorerr, Leeds, Plasterer Leeds Pet Feb 21 
Ord Feb 24 
Ord 


Moss, Jonny, Bolton, Grocer Bolton Pet Feb 11 
Feb 24 


Oram, Henry, Wandsworth, Surrey, Provision Dealer 
Wandsworth Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 22 
Poa, Bensamiy, Idle, Yorks, emeitates Barrel Agent 
Bradford Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 
Perper, CHARLES, on, late Grocer Hastings Pet 
Feb 13 Ord Feb 2% 
Reap, Mary, and fall Reap, Cotham, Bristol School- 
mistresses Bangor Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 23 
Russert, James Bensamix, Greenheys, Manchester, 
Furniture Dealer Manchester Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 23 
Suernerp, Ernest Bensamin, Langley, Norfolk, Cattle 
er Norwich Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 23 
Suirn, James, Brixton, Surrey, General Dealer High 
Co et Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 
Towiit, Tuomas, Welton, Midsomer Norton, Somerset, 
Cattle Dealer Wells Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 
Wits, Tuomas Pratt, Portsea, late Sec: of Portsea 
a Building Society Portsmouth Pet Feb 22 Ord 
eb 22 


RECEIVING ORDERS RESCINDED. 


Catianp, Captain A. H., Dover st, Picccadilly High Court 
Ree Ord May 5, 1891 Rese Feb 23 
AFrorD, Joux Kpwarp, Burnley, Lancashire, Civil 
Engineer Liverpool Rec Ord Feb4 Rese Feb 12 


FIRST MEETINGS, 
Acrrmast, Groror, Liverpool, Coal Dealer Mar 7 at2 Off 
Reo, 36, V Victoria st, Liverpool 
TemMaN, SAMUEL, Downham Market, Norfolk, Farmer 
Mar 10 at 10.15 Court house, King’s Lynn 





Bavucxuan, Rosert, the elder, and Ronert Bavckuam, the 
on tee Gt Grimsby, Shi Builders Mar5at 11.30 
Off 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Bett, Isaac, Bolnhurst, Beds, Saeaee Mar7atil Off 
Rec, Bedford 

BELLow: 8, Epenezer Forster, Leicester, Printer Mar 7 at 
3 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

weit pe Rosenrt, Canterbury, Hairdresser Mar 11 at 10 
Off Rec, 5, Castle st, Canterb , = 

Cuitp, W H, Worship st, Brush ufacturer Mar 8 at 
2.30 Bankru; iptey bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 


1: 


Licensed Victualler 


Stockbroker’s Clerk 
Feb 24 


Bisnor, Arruur Jous, Hereford, 
Hereford Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 
Bryan, a James, Drapers’ 
Court Pet Jan 27 


Cann ILL1AM Wa Ter, Gt Stanmore, of no occupation 
Pet Jan2 Ord Feb 23 
Carter, W1L.1AM, Arkengarthdale, Yorks, Farmer North- 
allerton Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 23 


Davies, oom, Shrewsbury, Coachbuilder Shrewsbury 
Pet Fi Ord Feb 23 

ENGLAND, Wittasy | Barwell, Leics, Shoe cee s 

Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 2: 





Crarke, Samusrt® Wituiam, Astcote, Northampt 
Shoe Manufacturer Mar 5 at 12.15 County Court 
bldgs, Northampton 

Curt, OHN, Eastleigh, Hants, Coal Agent Mar8at3 Off 

. East st, Southampton 

Empson, WILLIAM, Great Grimsby, Ship Smith March 5 at 
11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, reat Grimsby 

Eyeianp, Wiii1aM, Barwell, Leics, Shoe fgg ty ly 
| oe March 7 at 12 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, 

Leicester 


Farre.i, Witu1am, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester, 

— Retailer March 4 at 2.30 Ogden’s chmbrs, 
Bridge st, Manchester 
Fisuer, ore Thorn: enamel, Yorks, Insurance Agent 
5atil Of Trinity House lane, Hull 

GALL, ao Dennison, Great Shelford, Cambs, Sack 
Maker March 11 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Gawrtnorre, Henry, Northampton, — ag March 5 at 
12.45 County court bldgs, Northampto 

Grassy, Jonn Grorce, Salford, Tailor “March 4 at 3 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Harrer, Henry, Southend, Essex, Draper March 4 at 3 
Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Hew mek Jou, Wimbourne st, Hoxton, Engineer March 

Toa Oa bldgs, ‘Lincoln’s inn 

ecm eg rd, South Hackney, Grocer March 
4at 12 pe bidgs, Lincoln’s inn 

Hopeerts, Josuva, New Oscott, Warwickshire, late 
Licensed Victualler March 10 at 3 25, Colmore row, 
Birmingham 

Jounson, WitiiamM James, Deptford, Kent, Confectioner 

h 7 at 12.30 24, Railway approach, London Bridge 

Jones, Davip, Dowlais, Glam, Grocer March 8 at12 Off 
Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Jones, Davip he nu, Lampeter, Cardiganshire, Leather 
— March 5 at 12 Off Rec, 11, Quay st, Carmar- 
then 

Larr, Harry, Stourport, Wores, Commercial Clerk March 
7 at 12.30 Ivens & Morton, Solicitors, Kidderminster 

Luscuer, F W, Gracechurch st, Merchant March 5 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

Mixes, Joun, Bedford, Sub-contractor March 7 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Bedford 

Morris, Anprew, Great Brickhill, Bucks, Farmer March 
9 at 12.45 County Court bldgs, Northampton 

Noses, Georce, Northampton, Tobacconist March 9 at 
12.15 County Court bldgs, Northampton 

Parisn, Grorce Henry, Birmingham, Journeyman 
oe gpa March 10 at 11 25, Colmore row, Birming- 


m 
Pearce, Bensamin, Idle, Yorks, Commission Barrel Agent 


March Sat 11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Pixr, Harry, Basingstoke, Hants, Builder March 7 at 
Red Lion Hotel, Basi 


F stoke 

Priest, George Txomas, Hill st, ‘nightsbridge, Traveller 
March 7 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

Ratrie, Jounx, Rochester row, Westininster, r to 

Licensed Victualler March 8 at 12 Sesteeaen te b 

Lincoln’s inn 

Rooke, Samvet, Kidderminster, Carpet Weaver March 7 
at 12.45 AS Thursfield, Solicitor, Kidderminster 

Rost, Wavter Osporne, Farnham, Surrey, Grocer Mar 
7 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London bridge 

Row .anps, Amy, Pentre, Glam, Boot Dealer March 8 at 3 
Otf Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Saypis CHALLENGE Remepirs Co, Tar, Liverpool, Patent 
Medicine Vendors Mar 10at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria 
st, a 

Suearman, Cuartes, Dorking, Surrey, Insurance Agent 
March 4 at 11.30 24, Railwa: way @PP» London bridge 

Sueruerp, Exnest BENJAMIN, ngley, Norfolk, Cattle 
Dealer March 5at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Siursox, Huan, Birmingham, Draper Mar 11 at 11 25, 
Colmore row, Birmingham 

Starter, Atrrep, Burton on Trent, Manager for Grocer 
Mar 4 at3 Off Rec, St James’s chmbrs, Derby 

Sarru, Ricuarp Corpen, Gainsborough, Hotel Keeper Mar 
Sat 12.30 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Tay or, George Wiittam Bernarp, Leeds, Mill Furnisher 
Mar 9 atil Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Warp, Wiiiiam Tromas, Fruiterer Mar 7 at 11 
Off Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Warkrinson, Joun Ciark, Filey, Yorks, Bricklayer Mar 7 
atil Off Ree, 74, Newborough st, Scarborough 

Wesrry, Epwty, Leicester, Hairdresser Mar 4at12 Off 
Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Wititams, Bexs ary, Briton Ferry, Glam, Engineer Mar 4 
at12 Off Rec, 97, Oxford st, Swansea 

Winirams, Witatam, Colwyn Bay, Denbighshire, Carter 
Mar 4 at 11.15 Imperial Hotel, Colwyn Bay 

Woo.u.er, Joux Ruopes, Leeds, late Grocer Mar 7 at 12 
Off Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 


The following amended notice is substituted og that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, Feb. 


Mittersuir, Ricnarp, and Jouxn Maxtysox, W: ae Lancs, 
Coal Merchants Mar 3ut2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 
Liverpool 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
AxustronG, Cuartes Apam, Presteigne, Herefordshire, 
Accountant Leominster Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 24 
Aspinact, Qeonar, Liverpool, Coal Dealer Liverpool 
Feb 10 Ord Feb 22 
Beun, went Sebanet, Beds, Farmer Bedford Pet Feb 
28 


ewe Fe 8, Enenezen Forsren, Leicester, Printer Leicester 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 





FLANDERS, Wistan Srx, ener, ames Brewer 
Barnsley Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 

Fioyp, Arnon, late of Old Broad st, oy WIS. Merchant 
High Court Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 22 

Gaui, Witi1am Denstson, Gt Shelford Cambs, Sack Maker 
Cambridge Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Granam, WittiamM Gites, Ashford, Kent, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Canterbury Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Groox, Cuartes Sy pane Norwich, Grocer Norwich Pet 
Feb 24 Ord Feb 2 

Heap, ALBERT, a Baker Eastbourne Pet Fcb 
19 Ord Feb 24 

Hirscurretp, Henry, Upper — Ph 

Court Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 

7 Bedford pl, tang sq, 

et Feb 5 Ord Feb 

ve, East * pulwich, 

Court Pet Jan 21 


Bloomsbury sq 


Hiascurrevp, Neuwe E, U 
h Court 

Hoses, Henry ICHARD, Derwent 

s Manager Hig 
Ord Feb 23 

Horsecue, GrorGe, the younger, Hay Mills, Yardley, 
Wi vision Dealer Birmingham Fet Feb 22 
Ord Feb 22 


Howsox, Grorcr, Leeds, Seller of Goods on Commission 
Leeds Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
Jowett, Wituram Duckworts, Buroley, Furniture Broker 
ay 2 Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 22 
Krycaant, Ricuarp Catoy, Canterbury, Chaplain of Prison, 
Can terbury Canterbury Pet Jani4 Ord Feb 22 
Kise, Taomas WiL.1Am, ‘the elder, Portswood, Southamp- 
=. Commission Agent Southampton Pet Jan1 
eb 24 
Lewis, Jousx Lort, Great Pale, Kiffiz, Carmarthenshire, 
Farmer Pembroke Dock Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 22 
Mappen, Micnaet, and Bexsamixn Warp, West Bromwich, 
_ Brickmakers West Bromwich Pet Feb 13 Ord 
‘eb 23 
ee Rosert, Leeds, Plasterer Leeds Pet Feb2i Ord 
Pearce, * amty, Idle, Yorks, Commission Barrel Agent 
Bradford Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 


-Rosrxsoy, Grorcse Wittiam, New Malden, Surrey, Book- 


Ord Feb 15 


maker Kingston, Surrey Pet Jan7 
Wine Merchant 


Scuumer, Ferpinanp, Crutchedfriars, 
High Court Pet Jan12 Ord Feb 23 

Suernerp, Ernest Bexsamriy, er ays Path, Cattle 
Dealer Norwich Pet Feb 22 Ori Fi 3 

Towrt, Tuomas, Welton, Midsomer bal Somerset, 
Cattle Dealer Wells Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Wits, Tuomas Pratt, Portsea, late Secretary of Portsea 
Island Building Society Portsmouth Pet Feb22 Ord 
Feb 22 


Wirrts, Broome, Aldbourne, Wilts Newbury Pet Jan 23 
Ord Feb 23 
Zirr, Apa, Leeds, Dealer in Smallwares Leeds Pet Feb 


16 Ord Feb 22 


London Gazette—Tvespay, Mar. 1. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Avustix, Georce, Market 4 Finchley, Corn Dea'er 
Barnet Pet Febs O Feb 

Baring, Pair, Nouds, ar Sittingbourne, Kent 
bury Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 

Bevitt, Arravr, Romford, is of no 
Chelmsford Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 27 

Brirros, Joux James, South Stockton, 

kton on Tees Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 2: 

Cotry, Arruvr, Heath Town, Staffs, Lock Manufacturer 
Wolverhampton Pet FebS Ord Feb 26 

Corguroux, Wituram, Richmond, Surrey, Manufacturer's 
Agent Wandsworth Pet Jan 25 Ord Feb 25 

Cornorsky, Lovrs, chester, Baker Manchester Pet 
Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 


Dos, : as Ladbroke gr rd, Baker High Court Pet Feb 


‘eb 27 
Dovruwarrr, Josern, Leeds, Wire Worker Leeds Pet 
Feb 25 Feb 25 
Drvuuwonp, Cretstoruer, and Fraxcrs Dauuwoxp, Hulme, 
h , Shoe Manufacturers Manchester Pet Feb 
15 Ord Feb 25 ; ; 
Fexy, ._ Ipswich, Builder Ipswich Pet Feb 


en Frepericx, Long acre, Licensed Victualler High 
A ae Hanan, Dagens peak t Doctor of Medi 

Forp, Atrrep Napier, t's r, o! ~ 
cine Court Pet Feb 6 Oni Feb 26 

Forryay, Jony, Oadby, Leics, Farmer Leicester Pet Fed 

Ord Feb 26 

Ganeurt, Dayret, Guisborough, Yorks, late Grocer 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Fed 24 
Ord Feb 24 

Gimsox, Tuomas, Pee nr Mickleton; Yorks, Farmer 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Feb 25 
Ord Feb 25 

Guiover, James, Messi) 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Fe a . 

Grauam, W, Ashley s, West r 
Pet Jané Ord Feb MB ; 

Guyprerimerr, J acon, late Ps. lane, Gt Tower st, Hair 
Merchant High Court Pet Feb20 Oni Feb 26 

Hanrnts, Reaxaup 8 W, late wy rd, Addison rd High 
Court 


Pet Jan 22 Ord 
James Wreuam, Manningham, Bradford, 
Ord Fed 2 


ouseman Bradforl rans od Fed Ae 
Hasseu., Geseee, Woodberry 
I Cont ae Pet Feb 26 ON RD x 
Haman Norron Victoria rd, st, Ken- 
sington’ High Court Court Pet Ond Feb 38 


Canter- 
occupation 


Watchmaker 


, Lines, Grocer Gt Grimsby 
High Court 








Harrison, 
arehi 


Deo 12 
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Hit1s, , Pevmes, outsides, Photographer Cambridge 


Sustains Tollesbury, Essex, Dredgerman Chelms- 
ford Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Hype, James Wiruisctox, Southport, Coal Proprietor 
Liverpool Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Isnatt, Autsert Asu, Lilford terr, ra gy rd, Leyton, 
Tailor High Court Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 26 

JaRrettT, Rosert, East Croydon, Surrey, Agent for Lawn 
Mowers Croydon Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 23 

Jexstxes, Joun Curnock, Priory Nursery, Acton lane. 
ay Proprietor Brentford Pet Feb 25 Ord 

Joxes, Rospert, Rhos, Ruabon, Denbighshire, 
Labourer Wretham Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 

Jupp, Wituam, West Walton, Norfolk. Miller Kinz’s 
Lynn Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 25 

Kay, Apranam, Bradford, Newsagent, Bradford Pet Feb 
26 Ord Feb 26 

Kerwoop, Wiiuam Ernest, Shere, Baker South- 
ampton Pet Feb25 Ord Feb 

Lertey, CHARcEs, Lemp! Suffolk Fishmonger Colches- 
ter Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 

Lovener, Ric HARD, Cardiff, Surgeon Cardiff Pet Feb 24 
Ord Feb 24 


Farm 


MacWarry, Dewcay, Live 1, Colliery Proprietor Liver- 
pool Pet Feb24 Ord Feb 35 ve 

Mipptetos, Louts Roserr, Brotton, Yorks, Innkeeper 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Feb 24 Ord 


24 
Nortos, Earpiey Bios, ote, Merchant Man- 
chant Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 
Parsons, Joux, Southampton, Pieentl Victualler South- 
ampton Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 
Peancz, ae Winfrith, Dorset, Hide Dealer Poole 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 
Percivat, Asrnosy, Victoria vils, Kilburn, D eee 
tor High Court Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 
Picxerinc, Joux Appiesy, Middlesborough, "Shipping 
Clerk Middlesborough Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
Pirxrxetos, Wituiam Baryarp, —— Solic itor 
Huddersfield Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 
Raysox, Grorce, wr rd, Walworth. Builder High 
Court Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 
Ruopes, Svurcuirre, "Shipley, = Commission Agent 
Bradford Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 
Roya, Wii114mM, Brewery rd, King’s - Builder High 
Court Pet Janis (rd Feb 25 
Ruxoie, Hesey, Tyers st, Lambeth, Van Builder High 
Court Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 
Samuve., Epwarp, Carmarthen, Boot Dealer Carmarthen 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
Saunpers, Witiiam Vixcent, Burton on Trent, Brewer’s 
Clerk Burton on Trent Pet Feb25 Ord Feb 25 
sae Dawizt, Audley, Staffs, Builder Hanley, Burslem, 
and Tunstall Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 27 
Szagre, Witiiam Georce, Lewisham His igh rd, New Cross, 
iter Court Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 
aicH, Kirkstall, Yorks, Market Gardener 
Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 
Some Aarox, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Feb 26 Ord 
eb 26 


Hotel 


Sesion, Peacy 
Croydon 


Suitn, Cuarres, and Kare Morcax. Harrogate, 
York Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 

Sricez, Janes, Dorchester, Glass Dealer Dorchester Pet 
Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Sracey, Freepexicx Hearox, 
Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

saLL, Tuzornitvs, Brighton, Grocer Brighton Pet 

Feb27 Ord Feb 27 

Teauryzz, Frepericx Wititam, Gloucester cres, Por- 
chester rd, Bayswater, Costumier High Court Pet 
Feb2z Ord Feb 27 

West, Feeperic, Bevis Marks, Wholesale Stationer High 
Court Pet Jan2i Ord Feb 25 

Warraxer, James, and Berry Wutraxer, Hursted Small- 


Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield 


nr Rochdale, Coffee house Keepers Oldham | 


bridge, 
Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 25 


Warrsovex, Canouxe, Brighton, Ironmonger Brighton | 


eb 25 Ord Feb 25 
Wurrtox, Haney, Attercliffe. Sheffield, Beerhouse Keeper 
Sheffield Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 
Witcocksox, Wittiam, Kingston upon Hull, Boot Dealer 
upon Hull Pet Feb 26 ‘i? Feb 26 
Wisox, 5 mato C, Lineoln’s inn fields, Engineer High 
Court Pet Dec19 Ord Feb 25 
Wesout, Litty, Rochdale, Boot Maker Oldham Pet Feb 
24 Ord Feb 24 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Avans, Soawes, Walsall, Saddler Mar 10 at 11. Off 
Wi 


Ru - sun Longsight. Manchester, Builder 
Mar 19 at 3 Ogden’s Ohinbrs, Bridze st, 


Ba now, 


Baxn, 1 Bwex, Tokenbuse bldgs, Journalist Mar 11 at 
ey bldg, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Brecemesaw, Janes, Eastwood, Notte, Brewer's Agent 
Mar ati2 Off Rec, & James’s chmbrs, Derby 
Brazsp, Taouss Te=xax1, Burnley, formerly Tea Dealer 
Mar 9 at 2.15 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 
Bear, Joux, Gt Marlow, Buc cks, Carrier Mar 8 at 12 1, &t 


Cuameres, dente Sunbury on Thames, Bateymen Mar 
9atilLw 2%, lway app, Lendon Bridge 

Cuampres, Bicuazv, Evusn Cuaxce, and Tuomas Cuam- 
eens, West magna Iron Manufacturers Mar 17 at 
220 2%, Coolmore row 

PR — hy Bicuazp ( te Estate), West Bromwich, 
Irom Manufacturer 17 at 2.20 2%, Colmore row, 


Cuameres, Tuonss ‘sep estate), West Bromwich, fron 
Manufactarer Mareh 17 at 2) %, Colmore row, 


Birmingham 
Cuazce, Exisau (sep estate), West Bromwich, Iron Manu- 
facturer March 17 at 2.0 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Cover, Artes, Witham, Vasex, Watchmaker ne ch 9 at 
2 Off Rec, %, Temple « -hiabre, Sony or 


Caorrez, Hever Surra, Nottingham Machine Builder 














March 8 at 12 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Not- 
tingham 

Davis, peneen, lags, Carey st, Linea’ March 11 at 12 
Ban’ ptey bi incoln’s inn 

Davis, GzorcE Pega — jussex, Miller March 
9at11 17, High st 

Deax, Henry, Queen’s .% “Dalston, Boot Manufacturer 
March ll at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
mn 

De Latour, F, Gower st, Wine Merchant March 8 at 1 
Bankruptcy bligs, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Dempster, AuGuSTU: $3 GEORGE, Eastbourne, Servayar March 
Sati Coles & Carr, 8 rd, E n 

Fenny, Witu1aM Henry, Ipswich, Builder March 8 at 12 
36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Hampriper. Wiii1am, New Swindon, Wilts, Draper March 
9at2 Off Rec, 32, High st, Swinton 

Harker, Sion, Burnl , Fishmonger March 9 at 245 
Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

Hiam, Emity Svusayx, Barmouth, Merioneth, Innkeeper 
March 8 at 10.30 Off Rec, Whitehall chmbrs, 25, Col- 
more row, Birmi: 

Hosss, Joun, Powell rd, Hackney Downs, Cigar Merchant 
March 8 at11 Bankruptcy blidgs, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn 

Hopees, Ricuarp Daviss. Lower rd, Rotherhithe, Dairy- 
man March 11 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Homuersuam, Samurt CoLtetTt (deceased), Buckingham st, 
Adelphi, late Civil Engineer March 9 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Hor, Joux, Halten, Hastings, Draper March 8 at 3 
Young & Son, Bank bldgs, Hastings 

Howcary, F G, es lane, Cannon 4 Wholesale Grocer 
March 9 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn 

Joygs, Jouy Frepenric, Dalston lane, Hackney, not in busi- 
ness March9at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn 

Joyes, Ricuarp, Cwmllechweddissa, Llanilar, Cardigan- 
shire, Labourer March 18 at 12.45 Townhall, Aber- 
ystwith 

Jowett, Witt1am Duckworth, Burnley. Furniture Broker 
March 9 at 3.15 Exchange "Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

Krinsy, Harriett. Bury St Edmunds, Baker March 9 at 
2.15 Guildhall, Bury St Edmunds 

Kory, Josern. Liverpool, Licensed Victualler March 10 at 
2.30 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Lever, AsuTron, Bayley st, Tottenham Court rd, late Club 
Proprietor “March 10 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn 

Levix, Joseru Sopxvus, Leadenhall st, Printer Mar 10 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

McEwavs, Georee, late Barrow in Furness, Baker Mar 9 
ati1t Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 

Moss, Jous, Bolton, Grocer Mar 9 at 11 16, Wood st, 
Bolton 

Pitxrxetroxs, Wituiam Barsarp, Huddersfield, Solicitor 
Mar illat3 Haigh & Son, Solicitors, 55, New st, Hud- 
dersfield 

Porr, Ameria Trist, Paignton, Devon, late Lodging-house 
Keeper Mar 18 at 10 10, Athenzeum terrace, Ply- 
mout 

Ruopes, Sutrcurre, Shipley, Yorks, Commission Agent 
Mar 9at11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Roserrts, Jonx, Lianfihangel Glyn Myfyr, Denbighshire, 
Draper Mar 9 at 2.30 chmbrs, Chester 

Smart, Frepenicx Francis, Sparkbrook, Birmingham, 
Shop Fitter’s Manager Marllat3 25, Colmore r Ww, 
Birmingham 

Swirn, Cuartes, and Kare MoreGay, Seaeegete, Hotel 

eepers Mar 14 at 2.15 Off Rec, York 

Wartsox, James, Leeds, Soomenty Deteher Mar 9 at 12 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

White, Tuomas, Chalfond, lan Rowant, Oxon, Farmer 
Mar 9 at 12 1, St. Aldate’s, Oxford 





ADJUDICATIONS. 


Basixc, Josuva, Wimbledon, Surrey, Draper Kingston 
Pet Dee 30 Ord Feb 27 

Bircemsuaw, James, Eastwood, Notts, Brewer’s Agent 
Derby Pet Jan 29 Ord Feb 25 

3nay, Joun, late of Gt Marlow, Bucks, Carrier Aylesbury 
Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 27 

Bureess, Susax Forp, Westbury on Trym, Glos, Saddler 
Bristol Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 26 

Corxoysxy, Lovis, Manchester, Baker Manchester Pet 
Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

Day, Faepenicxk Henry, and Atyaev Anperw. Man- 
chester, Bakers Manchester Pet Jan 22 Ord Feb 27 

Davrox, Witiiam, Strood, Kent, Baker Rochester Vet 
Jan 16 Ord Feb 17 

Davies, Danie. Curisruas, Dowlais, oe late Grocer 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Feb 1s Ord Feb 25 

Davis, Geounce Pusir, Easthoathly, Sussex, Miller Lewes 
and Eastbourne Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 26 


Dempster, Avovstus GeorGe, Eastbourne, Surveyor LEast- 
bourne Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 24 
DovTuwaité, Leeds Pet 


Josern, Leeds, Wire Worke: 

Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

Evie, Anravur, Writtle, Essex, Farmer Chelmsford Pet 
Feb 22 Ord Feb 27 

Fexx, Wiit1am Hexny, Ipswich, Builder 
Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Forryax, Jonx, Oadby, Leics, Farmer 
ge Ord Feb 26 

Gazeurr, Daxter, Guisborough, Yorks, late Grocer 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Feb 24 Ord 
Feb 24 


Ipswich Pet 
Pet Feb 


Leicester 


Gines, Daster, Hastings, Licensed Victualler Hastings | 


Pet Feb it Ord Feb 26 

Gineos, Tnhouas, Bowbank, nr Mickleton, Yorks, Farmer 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Feb 26 Ord 
Feb 2% 

Grover, Janus, Mensingham, Lincs, Grocer Gt Grimsby 
Pet Feb 2i Ord Feb 24 

Hasves, Joux Tras, Luton, Beds, Straw Hat Manufac- 
turer Luton Pet Jan 14 Ord Feb 25 


| 








—= 

Harnisoy, James WILLIAM, Manningham, Bradford, Way. 
houseman Bradford Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 27 

Hastines, Georaze Woopyrart, Gt Malvern, M.P. Wo. 
cester Pet Jan14 Ord Feb 26 





HAZLEHURST, By anes Clothier Liverpool Py ‘ 


Feb 22 Ord Feb 
Ey ALBERT, Roath, Cardiff, Enamel 1 a Manutfae. 


- io Coe ra Eeb 16 Bd ad ‘eb 2 

ILLS, BERT, Cambridge. oto; a Cambri 
Pet Feb 26 ‘Ord Feb 26 ' _— mbridgs 
Hotper, Wriiiiam, Tollesbury, Essex, Dredgermay 


Chelmsford Pet Jan 29 Ord Feb 26 
a — — Hastings, Draper "Hastings Pet Jan 


Hype, James Wirutnetoy, Southport, Coal Proprietor 
Liverpool Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Joxes, Rosert. Rhos, Ruabon, Denbighshire, Farg 

ourer Wrexham Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

Kay, Apranam, Bradford, Newsagent Bradford Pe 
"Feb 25 Ord Feb 26 

Keevit, Joun Joyce, ee. Surrey, Hay Dealer 
Kingston Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 

Kerwoop, W1tiiamM Ernest, Southampton, Baker South- 
ampton Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 


Lercey, CHarues, Sudbury, Sula, Fishmonger (Col- 
chester Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 2 7 

MacWarry, Duncay, Liverpool, Coltiery Proprietor Liver- 
pool Pet Feb 24° Ord Feb 2 

Marziott, Harry, Lancaster, Pork Butcher Preston Pet 
Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Mippuetox, Louis Rosert, Brotton, Yorks, Innkee 
— on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Feb 24 

r) 
Mituer, Jouy, East Farleigh, Kent, Licensed Victualler 
idstone’ Pet Jan 25 Ord Feb 25 

Moss, Jouy, Bolton, Grocer Bolton Pet Feb 11 On 

Feb 26 

Norton, Earptey Bros, Manchester, Merchant Man- 
chester Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 


Perper, CHARLES, astinge, late Grocer 
Feb 12 Ord Feb 

Pickerinc, Joun = EBY, Middlesborough, Shipping 
Clerk Middlesborough Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

Ruopes, Sutcuirre, Shipley, Yorks, Commission Agent 
Bradford Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 21 

Riae, Josern, "eames Tobacconist Poole Pet Feb 
17 Ord Feb 2: 

Samvue., Epwarp, eiceiiien Boot Dealer Carmarthen 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

Suinvap, Aaron, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Feb 25 Ord 
Feb 26 

Simpson, Hueu, pisninghom, Draper 
Dec 18 Ord Feb 

Spicer, James, ah lll Glass Dealer Dorchester Pet 
Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Sracrty, Frepericxk Heaton, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield 
Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

Wesrsy, Evwiy. Leicester, Hairdresser 
Feb 8 Ord Feb 26 

Wairsourn, CaRo.ine, ton, Lronmonger 
Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 2 

Wuirron, Harry, ‘Attercliffe, Sheffield, Beerhouse Keeper 
Sheffield Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Wicocksoyx, Wii.t1amM, Kingston upon Hull, Boot Dealer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Woopwarp, Georce, Aston juxta Birmingham, Brewer 
Birmingham Pet Dec30 Ord Feb 26 

Wricut, Litty, Rochdale, Boot Maker Oldham Pet Feb 

21 Ord Feb 24 


Hastings Pet 


Birmingham Pet 


Leicester Pet 


Brighton 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


March 8.—H. W. Sirti, Esq., at the Mart, E.C., at 1 
o’clock, Reversion (see advertisement, Feb. 27, p. 303). + 
March 8.—-Messrs. Depenuam, Tewson, Farmer, & Brivcs- 
WATER, at the Mart, E.C. ,at 2 o’clock, Absolute Reversion 
see advertisement, Feb. 27, p. 302). 

March 9.—Messrs. Eowin Fox & Bovusrie.p, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 0’clock, Leasehold Investment (see advertisment, 
this week, p. 319). 

March 9.—Messrs. Epwix Fox & Bousrixe.p, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2.30 o’clock, Shares (see advertisement, this 
week, p. 319). 

March 11.--Messrs. Baker & Sons, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o'clock, Freehold and Leasehold Properties (see advertise- 
ment, this week, p. 319). 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANOR, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, Double Num- 
bers, and Postage, 538, WKLY REPORTER, 

in wrapper, 638. SoLtorrors’ JOURNAL; 

26s. 6d. ; by Post, 288. 6d. Volwmes bownd 
at the office—cloth, 2%. 9d., half law calf, 


5s. 6d. 
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